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*0 THE EEADEK. 

^Thb following letters originally appeared in the " Sword op 
THE Spirit," a paper then edited by Rev. Mr. Lee, and in the 
columns of the " Christian Repository." They are now pre- 
sented to the public in the form of a book, because very many 
friends of the cause of " universal grace," in whose judgment 
we have great confidence, have repeiatedly expressed an earnest 
desire to possess and preserve them. They have assured us 
that they would like to re-peruse this discussion themselves^ 
and that they fully believe its publication, in pamphlet form, 
would do good service in promoting the cause of Truth in the 
minds and hearts of men. Please read, and then leTid to your 
neighbors^ 



\^ 



%^ 



DISCUSSION 



ON THE 



DOCTRINE OF ENDLESS PUNISHMENT. 



DO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT ANY PART OR 

PORTION OF MANKIND WILL BE ENDLESSLY PUNISH- 
ED FOR SINS COMMITTED IN THIS LIFE '\ 



MR. LEE TO MR. BALLOU. 

Dear Sir : — ^The above question, which we have agreed to 
discuss, is one of the greatest moment to every candidate for a 
future state, and demands of us and our readers a candid, a 
thorough, and a prayerful investigation. The honest inquiry, 
on this subject, of each and all should be, " What is truth ?" 
The honor of victory, should it be awarded to either of us by 
the voice of the public, will pass away as soon as the dying 
echo, and will be but a poor compensation for the work of advo- 
cating error in opposition to the truth of God, to the reality of 
which one of us must sooner or later awake, just as surely as 
both sides of the question cannot be true. But though it is not 
possible that both of us should be right, yet it is possible that 
we should both be candid and honestly desire to know the truth. 
K I know my own heart, I desire to advance such arguments, 
and to use such words only, as are consistent with the principles 
I advocate — that is, consistent with the belief that the penalty 
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of God's law for sin is endless punishment, and consequently, 
that if I commit a willful error in this discussion, I thereby ex- 
pose myself to endless punishment. 

In the six letters which I am to write, I shall endeavor to 
confine myself strictly to the question at issue, and trust that 
your regard for propriety and for truth will lead you to pursue 
the same course in your defence. 

In this letter I shall confine my remarks to the terms which 
inspiration has employed to express the duration of punishment. 
These terms are everlasting, foreoer, forever and ever, &c. 

Matt. XXV. 46 : " These shall go away into everlasting pun- 
ishment, but the righteous into life eternal." This text is pro- 
duced as a specimen of the many which teach the doctrine of 
everlasting and eternal punishment. I need not occupy my 
space with the many texts of this class, as no one acquainted 
with the scriptures will deny that they teach the doctrine of 
everlasting punishment. In the text above quoted, the Saviour 
is speaking of such as do not discharge the common duties of 
humanity, of whom he says, " these shall go away into everlast- 
ing punishment." That this everlasting punishment is inflicted 
for sin you will not deny, and that it is for " sin committed in 
this life," in the language of the question, you cannot deny, as 
the sin in question consists in neglecting to feed the hungry, to 
clothe the naked, and to visit the sick, which are duties of this 
life, and cannot be regarded as duties belonging to a future 
state. 

It is clear then that the text teaches that some " part or por- 
tion of mankind will be everlastingly punished for sins commit- 
ted in this life ;" the question is therefore narrowed down to 
one point, viz., do the words everlasting, and eternal, when ap- 
plied to the punishment of the wicked, have the force of end- 
less? The position I take is not that the word everlasting is 
never applied to things which are not strictly endless, but that 
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tiie literal grammatical meaning of the word is endless, and that 
when it is used to express anything less than endless, it is not 
used in its proper but in a figurative sense, and that therefore 
it is always to be considered as expressing endless duration, un- 
less the nature of the subject requires a different construction. 
You will not deny that the words everlasting and eterrud are 
both translations from the same original, and that they have the 
same force in New Testament language. This being under- 
stood, I will proceed to prove what that force is. 

1. An appeal to English standards for the meaning of the 
English word everlasting, will settle the question, so far as the 
meaning of our common scripture is concerned, and by them I 
shall abide unless you first take an appeal. The very formation 
of the word of ever and lasting, strikes the mind at once with 
the idea of endless duration. Ever, at any time or always, and 
lasting, must express that which lasts or endures without end. 
Dr. Johnson defines the word everlasting thus : " Perpetual ; 
without end." Dr. Webster defines it thus : "1. Lasting or 
enduring forever ; eternal ; continuing without end ; immortal. 
2. Perpetual ; continuing indefinitely, or during the present 
state of things. 3. In popular language, endless, continued, 
unintermitted." So far then as the meaning of the word ever^ 
lasting is concerned, there can be no doubt that it properly ex- 
presses endless duration. 

2. That the word everlasting is used in Bible language to 
express endless duration, is plain from the fact that it is the 
word inspiration has employed to express the duration of what 
is acknowledged to be absolutely endless. A few references will 
show this beyond dispute. 

Matt. vi. 13 : " Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the 
glory ybreuer." Rom. i. 25 : " The Creator who is blessed ybr- 
ever,''^ xvi. 27 : " To Grod only wise be glory forever J** You 

1* 
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settled that the scriptures do teach the doctrine of endless pun- 
ishment. 

I am not ignorant of the manner in which Universalists have^ 
oi^n attempted to reason away the force of the terms employed 
to express the duration of punishment, but as it is your right to* 
select your own positions, and as you may not take the same 
view that others have, I will not attempt to anticipate your re- 
ply, but will try to meet it when I shall receive it from your 
own pen. 



MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 

Deab Sib :-^I ftdly agree with you as to the importance of 
the subject we have agreed to discuss, and its demands on us and 
oar readers for a candid, a thorough, and a prayerful investiga- 
tion. 

2. Whether my regard for propriety and truth shall lead me 
to confine myself strictly to the question at issue, I leave for 
you and our readers to decide, after they shall have read our 
friendly controversy. 

8. I have had your first attempt to prove that a part of 
mankind will be endlessly miserable, under serious consideration, 
and now proceed to state my reasons why I deem your argument 
inconclusive. 

4. You quote only one passage in proof of endless punish- 
ment, viz.. Matt. XXV. 46. * These shall go away into everlast- 
ing punishment ; but the righteous into life eternal.' 

In reply, I have to say : 1. I deny the reference of this 
text to the immortal resurrection state. 

And, 2ndly, I deny, that the original word here translated 
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everlasting, signifies endless duration when applied to punish- 
ment. 

"These" were to "go into everlasting punishment,*' at the 
time when the * Son of man should come in his glory,' Matt. 
25 : 31, and this coming was to take place, " before some of 
them that then lived should taste death," or die, and before that 
generation passed away. See Matt. 16 : 27, 28, and 24 : 34. 
I conclude, you will not pretend that the word rendered everlast- 
ing signifies endless, when applied to things in this world, and 
as you make no attempt to show that this punishment is in the 
immortal state, therefore, the word everlasting being applied to 
punishment in this world, cannot prove that punishment to be 
endless. Prove, that this punishment is in the immortal state, 
and then your argument will amount to something, but not till 
then. 

5. I believe a correct rendering of this text is as follows : 

" These shall go away into age-lasting correction ; but the 
righteous into age-lasting life^^ or, in otiier words, Hiese shall go 
away into the punishment of the age ; but the righteous into the 
life of the age, meaning the gospel age, or dispensation in this 
world. I see no proof that the text refers to the immortal res- 
urrection state at all. 

Although, you say, " this text is produced as a specimen of 
the many which teach the doctarine of everlasting and eternxd 
punishment,' permit me to say to you and our readers, that this 
is the only instance in the Bible in which the phrase "everlast- 
ing punishment " occurs, and the terms everlasting and eternal 
are never in the Bible applied either to death or hell, nor near 
as frequently to any words which denote misery as many are in 
the habit of supposing. 

6. But, no matter now, whether they are applied to punish- 
ment in the scriptures, many, or but few times, you have stated 
the issue between us on this point correctly, when you say, " do 



10 MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 

the words everlasting and eternal, when applied to the punish- 
ment of the wicked, have the force of endless ?" Yes, sir, this 
is the proper issue between us, relative to these words. Prove 
that they signify endless duration when applied in the scriptures, 
to punishment, and I yield the argument. 

7. I do not feel called upon to contend with you about the 
meaning of the English words everlasting and eternal, because 
the scriptures were not originally written in the English lan- 
guage. I deny that the literal and grammatical meaning of the 
origi?ial word, rendered everlasting and eternal, is absolutely an 
endless or infinite duration of time. I respectfully ask you to 
prove this if you can. I shall take the position in the proper 
place, that the Greek noun aion, from which the adjective aion- 
ios [everlasting] is derived, signifies properly, " an indefinite pe- 
riod of time," and that the extent of the duration signified by 
this term, in any and every particular case, must be determined 
by the nature of the subject to which it is applied. If you 
show, that eternity is the literal, grammatical meaning of aion, 
then, I will show from the nature of the subject, that its mean- 
ing is limited when applied to punishment, or else give up the 
argument. But, if you fail to show that an absolute eternity is 
the primitive and proper meaning of aion, then, you must either 
show from the nature of the punishment that it must necessarily 
be endless, or give up your argument founded on these words. 
Let us see first, how you make out in proving that an endless 
duration of time is the literal and grammatical meaning of aion ? 
Gird yourself to this task, for, if you fail here, your cause is 
gone in the outset. Let it be remembered, however, that usagCy 
after all, rather than their radical derivation, must determine 
the meaning of words. 
8. You say : 

" That the word everlasting is used in Bible language to ex- 
press endless duration, is plain from the fact that it is the word 
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inspiration has employed to express the duration of what is ac- 
knowledged to be absolutely endless," 

To this I reply, " That the word everlasting is used in Bible 
language to express limited duration, is plain from the fact that 
it is the word inspiration has employed to express the duration 
of what is acknowledged to be limited in duration." A few 
references will show this beyond dispute. 

Exodus 21 : 6. *' And he [the slave] shall serve him [his 
msLSter] forever ." Jonah 2 : 6. '*The earth with her bars was 
about me foreTjer. Heb. 3:6. " The everlasting mountains 
were scattered.'' Philemon 15, * That thou shouldst receive 
him [Onesimus] forever, ^^ 

You will not deny that the word forever in the above texts is 
a translation from the same word as everlasting in Matt. 25 : 
46, " These shall go away into everlasting punishment," and of 
course it is of the same import. This shows that the Word is 
used to express what is absolutely limited in duration^ viz., slave- 
ry, Jonah's confinement in the whale's belly, mountains that 
were scattered, hills, gates, doors, the covenant of circumcisionj 
the Aronic priesthood, &c., &c. Are you answered? 
9. You say : 

" Any criticism which will prove that the punishment of the 
wicked will not be endless^ because the terms used to express its 
duration do not express endless duration, will prove equally 
clear that God will not always exist, for the same terms are 
used to express his existence.'* 

To this I reply. Then, any criticism which will prove that the 
hills, mountains, gates, doors, and many other things to which 
the term everlasting is applied in the Bible> are not endless, be- 
cause the terms used to express their duration do not express 
endless duration, will prove equally clear that God will not 
always exist, for the same terms are used to express the dura- 



12 MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 

lion of his existence* My statement is as true and good b& 
yours, and in the light of it, you cannot but see the absurdity 
of your argument. Help yourself out of the difficulty here 
presented, and you will help me out of the dilemma you seek to 
involve me in. According to your logic, if the word great be 
applied to a fly, and also to the universe, it means that the fly is 
as large as the universe, or, if you speak of a wise man and the 
wise God, you mean, that the man is as wise as God ! ! 

10. Again, you say : 

" The same terms are used to express the happiness of the 
righteous, and of course, so far as the force of language is con- 
cerned, we have just the same evidence of endless punishment, 
that we have of endless happiness. " 

Do you mean that the same terms are used to express happi" 
ness and misery ? If so, what are they ? If you mean, that all 
the same terms are applied in the scripture to punishment, as 
are applied to the existence of the happy, I deny it. The word 
endless. akataliUos, is applied to life in Heb. 7 : 16* It is de- 
clared, that Christ was made a priest after the power of an end- 
less life, and the apostle says to his brethren, " Your life is hid 
with Christ in God." Now, sir, find this word, endless, applied 
in the Bible to an existence of misery, and I will yield you the 
palm of victory. Further, the words " immortal, injcorruptibh, 
unfading,^^ are applied to an existence of happiness, but never 
to an existence of misery, and these terms give a positive assur- 
ance of the unending existence of the happy in heaven. 

You quote 2 Cor. 4 : 7, in proof that the word everlasting 
expresses the duration of ftiture happiness. But, my dear sir, 
did you notice that tiie apostle there speaks of something more 
than an eternal aionion weight of glory ? As though he felt 
that the word aionion was too weak to express his idea, his lan- 
guage is, " kaih huperholen eis kuperbolen aionion" i. e., ezces^ 
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sively, exceeding aiomon. Now if awnion be strictly infinite or 
endless, how can anything exceed it so as to be, kyperbcie upon 
hyperbole, above or beyond it. 

Moreover, the apostle says, that life and immortality were 
brought to light through the gospel, and they are the thing 
promised to Abraham, with which " all the kindreds of the earth 
are to be blessed,^^ not cursed. Hence, we never read of death 
or misery in connection with immortality. An immortal exis- 
tence of misery would be an endless curse to its possessor in- 
stead of a blessing, and, consequently, it can never be consistent 
for a God of infinite goodness to bestow such an existence on 
any of his creatures* Here is a good reason, then, why misery 
should be limited, while holiness and happiness are divine in 
their nature, and endless in duration. 

Thus, we discover that there is in the Bible much proof of 
endless happiness, in terms which are never applied to misery. 

In the strong and joyftd hope that the " creation shall be de- 
livered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty 
of the children of God," I remain yours, respectftilly for the 
truth's sake. 



MR. LEE TO MR. BALLOU. 

Dear Sir : — Your reply to my letter has been received and 
duly considered. In reply to my argument you set up two 
grounds of defence, as follows : — 

" In reply, I have to say, 1. I deny the reference of this 
text to the immortal resurrection state. 

" And, 2dly, I deny, that the original word here translated 
everlasting, signifies endless duration when applied to punish- 
ment." 

2 
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These grounds of defence shall both receive attentiop. 
You deny that Matt. xxv. 46 refers " to the immortal resur- 
rection." On this point you make but a remark, and refer me 
to Matt. xvi. 27, 28, and xxvi. 34. From your reference to 
Matt, xxiv., considered in connection with the well known gene- 
ral Qourse of Universalists on the subject, it is reasonable for me 
to understand you as applying Matt. xxv. 31-46 to the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem. In opposition to this, and in proof that it 
relates to the second advent, when Christ shall come again in 
person to judge the world, 1 urge, 

1. Christ is said to come in bis glory, at the time the wick- 
ed are to go away into everlasting punishment, which cannot 
relate to the destruction of Jerusalem, What is the glory of 
Christ ? It is the glory which he had with the Father " before 
the world was." John xvii. 5. But can you suppose that the 
triumph of Roman arms, the sight of a dissolving city, the 
shouts of victory from a heathen^ brutal soldiery, and the groans, 
blood and death of slaughtered thousands constituted the glory 
which Christ had with the Father " before the world was ?" 

Again, we have the promise of partaking of Christ's glory, of 
being glorified with him, Rom. viii. 17. If he came in his 
glory at the destruction of Jerusalem, will it be a blessing to be 
glorified together with him ? 

2, In the text Christ is said to come with all the holy an- 
gels, which did not take place at the destruction of Jerusalem. 
We read of angels making their appearance on diflferent occa- 
sions. Luke ii. 9, one appeared to the shepherds, " and they 
were sore afraid/' At the resurrection of Christ, Matt, xxiii. 
2-4, " the angel of the Lord descended from heaven, his coun- 
tenance was like lightning, and his raiment white as snow," &c. 
With this scriptural view of angels before you, will you inform 
me how Christ came with " all the holy angels " when Jerusa- 
lem was overthrown ? 
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3. It is declared that Christ shall sit upon the thrcme of his 
glory. Please then show how he sat upon the throne of his 
glory when Jerusalem fell more than at the fall of Babylon, the 
overthrow of the Roman empire, or the revolution of France. 

4. It is said all nations shall be gathered before Christ, at 
the time the wicked axe doomed to everlasting punishm^it. 
There was no gathering of nations at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, but rather a scattering. The Christians a11 fled, and the 
■Jews were scattered among the nations, from whence they have 
not returned to this day, 

5. It is said that Christ shall separate the gathered nations, 
one from another, which did not take place at the destruction of 
Jerusalem. Will you state what nations were separated, after 
feeing first gathered on that occasion ? 

6. At the same time the wicked are to go away into ever- 
lasting punishment, the righteous are to be rewarded for their 
good deeds, which did not take place at the destruction of Jeru- 
salem. " Come ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom 
prepared for you from the foundation of the world." What is 
this kingdom ? It cannot mean the gospel dispensation, as now 
enjoyed on earth, for Christians inherited this long previous to 
the destruction of Jerusalem. It cannot mean the call of the 
Gentiles to partake of the blessings of the gospel, for they were 
xjalled long before this, it being an acknowledged fact that the 
gospel was preached nearly through the Eoman empire before 
the fall of JerusaleuL 

7. The everlasting punishment in the text, pronounced upon 
the wicked, was prepared for the devil and his angels. If then 
the punishment consisted in what befell the Jews at the over- 
throw of their city and polity, who are the devil and his angels 
for whom this national destruction was prepared ? 

I trust I have now not only refuted your construction of the 
text, but also proved that it relates to a future state, and is to 
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take place at the coming of Christ to judge the world, yet fu- 
ture. If these considerations do not satisfy you, when you 
shall have answered them, I will give you another chapter upon 
the same point. 

I will now attend to your second ground of defence, which is 
thus stated : 

" I deny that the original word here translated everlasting, 
signifies endless duration, when applied to punishment." 

You say : — 

" Any criticism which will prove that the hills, mountains, 
gates, doors, and many other things to which the term everlast- 
ing is applied in the Bible, are not endless, because the terms 
used to express endless duration, will prove equally clear that 
God will not always exist, for the same terms are used to ex- 
press duration of his existence." 

The above I admit in all its force, and length, and breadth. 
Any criticism which can prove that hills, mountains, &c., are 
not endless, because the word everlasting does not mean endless, 
will prove that God will not always exist. Note, I admit that 
criticism may prove that hills and mountains are not endless, but 
it cannot prove it because the word everlasting does riot properly 
mean endless duration. The limited existence of hills, moun- 
tains, &c., must be proved by some other consideration, and then 
it will follow that when the word everlasting is applied to them, 
it is used in an accommodated sense, to express less than its 
meaning. I will urge two considerations in proof that the word 
properly expresses endless duration. 

1. It is applied to God, to express his existence, and to the 
happiness of the righteous, to express its eternity. This wap 
urged in my first letter, and has not been properly met by you, 
as we shall see. 

You will not deny that the words everlastmg and forever are 
both translated from the same original dam in Hebrew and aion 
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in Greek. Let us then test your translation of these terms. 
The following is your criticism : 

" These shall go away into age-lasting correctio7i ; but the 
righteous into a^e-lasting life^'^ or, in other words, These shall 
go away into the punishment of the age ; but the righteous into 
the life of the age — meaning the gospel age, or dispensation in 
this world." 

Gen. xxi. 33 : Abraham called upon the name of the Lord, 
the EVERLASTING God. According to your translation, Abraham 
called upon the name of the " age-lastin^g " God, or upon the 
God " of the age^ Rom. i. 25 : " The Creator who is blessed 
aionias forever." That is, according to your translation, the 
Creator who is blessed " age-lasting,^^ or blessed " of the age,^^ 
ix. 5 : " God blessed aionias y forever." That is, if you be cor- 
rect, God blessed " age-lasting,'^' or " of the age,"*' xvi. 27 : 
" To God be glory aionias, forever." That is, " age lasting,'"^ or 
" of the age,'' 2 Cor. iv. 17, (not 7, as you have it,) " Our 
light affliction worketh for us a far more exceeding and eternal 
aionixm weight of glory." That is, " age-lasting glory'' or 
" glory of the age." 

Your criticism upon this text, by which you attempt to show 
that the apostle used another term, exceeding, as though aionixm 
eternal was not strong enough, fails of its object. The word ex- 
ceedinx/, does not in the least add to the force of eternal, or in 
any way express duration, but is used to qualify weight, and not 
eternal. It is the weight that is exceeding, and not that the 
glory is exceeding eternal, as your criticism supposes. 

Now in all these cases your translation of the word aionios 
" age-lasting " or " of the age " must mean endless, or less than 
endless. If by " age-lasting," or '* of the age," you express 
endless duration, nothing is gained to your cause by the criti- 
cism ; but if less than endless be expressed by these renderings, 
then you have less than an endless God and less than an endless 

2 # 
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" weight of glory " promised in the gospel. If you deny that the 
term properly expresses endless duration, then the doctrine of 
God's absolute eternity and of an endless heaven, are not taught 
in the Bible. I do not say that God may not be eternal, or that 
you cannot, in some way, prove that he is etefnal, but I say 
that you cannot prove that he is eternal from the Bible, unless 
the term in question expresses endless duration. If the word 
does not literally mean endless, then it cannot express the eter- 
nity of God, and it follows that it is not expressed in the Bible. 

2. In ftirther proof that the term in question does express 
endless duration, I urge the consideration that the words are 
never used figuratively, or in an accommodated sense, to express 
more than their literal meaning, but always to express less. 
Words arfe often used to express less than what they literally 
mean, as we say, as swift as lightning, as swift as the wind, as 
cold as ice, as big as a mountain, as lasting as the hills, are all 
figures of speech, in which words are used which literally ex- 
press more than is really intended ; but never are words used 
figuratively, which express less than is intended, and hence, as 
the word aionias, rendered everlasting, forever, &c., is applied 
to God, and to the happiness of the righteous, to express their 
eternity, the word cannot literally signify less than eternal or 
endless duration. 

Now as the same term is used to express the duration of pun- 
ishment, the word must properly express its endlessness, and you 
must prove from some admitted principles, that such punish- 
ment is not endless, before you can be justifiable in construing 
the word to mean less than endless. 

I trust I have now proved, first, that the text, " These shall 
go away into everlasting punishment," refers to a ftiture state, 
which is admitted to be an endless state, and seeondly, that the 
word rendered everlasting properly expresses endless duration, 
which leaves you no excuse for explaining it by those texts 
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which apply the same term to what exists in this world, which 
is admitted to be an accommodated use of the word. 

I will close by noticing one of your objection^. You deny 
that the term in question is the strongest term used to express 
the duration of the happiness of the righteous, and refer to Heb. 
vii. 16, where the term endless is applied to Christ; which 
term you say is never applied to the punishment of the wicked. 
To this I reply : 

1. The term endless is not applied to the happiness of the 
righteous, but to the priesthood of Christ, and this term is ap- 
plied to it but once ; whereas the other term forever is applied 
to it many times. The meaning of St. Paul is that Christ was 
made an high priest after the power of an endless life, yet I be- 
lieve it is generally held that a time is coming when he will re- 
sign the office of priest. But be that as it may, it is plain that 
the text does not say after the power of the endless life of all 
men, nor even after the power of the endless life of the right- 
eous. 

2. The term here rendered endless, is as clearly applied to 
what is not strictly endless, as is the word rendered everlasting. 
The term endless is, I believe, used but twice in the Bible, in 
the text to which you refer, and in 1 Tim. i. 4 : " Neither give 
heed to. fables and endless genealogies." Now it is plain that 
the genealogies here spoken of were not absolutely endless, any 
more than the mountains, &c., and hence your own proof text 
falls by your own hand. 
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MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 

Dear Sir : — 'In my reply to your first letter, I asked you to 
'prace the application of Matt. 25 : 46 to the immortal state, 
and I also asked you to show that " endless duration " is the 
primitive and proper meaning of aion, I perceive that, in your 
reply to me, you have made no attempt to prove either of these 
points. You merely endeavor to raise a few objections to my 
application of that passage to the close of the Jewish state, and 
then conclude that you have not only refuted my application or 
it, " but also proved that it relates to a future state, and is to 
take place at the coming of Christ to judge the world, yet fu- 
ture." Do you not know, that throwing some pretended obsta- 
cles in the way of my application, is not proving your ovm ap- 
plication of the passage to the future state ? I deny that the 
coming of Christ to judge the world, is yet future, and I ask 
pou to prove this if you can. Prove that Matt. 25 : 31-46 is 
to be fulfilled in the immortal state, or else acknowledge candid- 
ly that you cannot do it. Let us have no dodging on this point. 
If you still continue to assume or beg the position, that the ref- 
erence of this passage is to the incorruptible state, our readers 
cannot fail to discover that the reason you do so, is, because you 
are hard pushed in the argument. 

I can answer all your objections to the Universalist applica- 
tion of the second coming of Christ to the close of the Jewish 
age, but I am not logically bound to do so, because, by the rules 
of controversy, you are bound to go ahead and make out your 
case. Admit that I am unable to remove even one of your ob- 
jections, still, that does not help you to prove your application. 
But I will just show you and our readers how easily I can re- 
move your objections. Christ said that he would come in glory 



MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 21 

and with his angels, and would then sit upon the throne of his 
glory ; and he affirmed that the generation should not pass 
away, and that some who then heard him should not die until 
they saw him thus coming. See Matt. 16 : 27, 28, and 24 : 
34. Now, nearly eighteen hundred years afterwards, you have 
the hardihood to deny that Christ did come as he said he would, 
and when he said he would. I ask, how do you know, Mr. Lee, 
that Christ did not come in his glory at the destruction of Jeru- 
salem 7 How do you krioiv that his angels did not then attend 
him ? How do you prove that he did not then sit upon the 
throne of his glory ? Were you there, that you have the temer- 
ity to> contradict him, and so positively to declare that Christ did 
not come when, and in the manner he said he would? He 
then sat upon the thrope of his glory, because his kingdom was 
then established in the earth — he then came in his kingdom — 
and then commenced rewarding every man according to his 
works. Matt. 16 : 27, 28. But further : 

You say, " There was no gathering of nations at the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem." I will leave you to settle this, with the 
prediction of the prophet Zechariah. God said by that prophet, 
« Behold the day of the Lord cometh, and thy spoil shall be di- 
vided in the midst of thee, for I vnll gather ALL NATIONS 
against Jerusalem to battle." Zech. 14 : 1,2. Grod said he 
would gather all nations against Jerusalem to battle, and Mr. 
Lee says he did not do it. Which will our readers believe, the 
word of God, or the word of Mr. Lee ?* 

Thxis you will discover how easy it is to remove all your ob- 



*It will be observed, that nothing is said in the 24th and 25th chapters of 
Matthew about death, after death, a future state, a resurrection, or a last 
judgment. Nations, as suoh, do not exist in the future world ; and as " a// 
natiotu " were to be gathered before him, it is probable, that this judgment, 
was in this world, the only place where nations exist. 
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jections to the idea that the second coming of Christ and the 
kingdom of God took place at the close of the Jewish state. 
Now, my dear sir, if you have any proof that Matt. 25 : 46 re- 
fers to the immortal resurrection state, do let us have it in your 
next letter. I cannot allow you to beg this position, and as yet, 
you have not offered one particle of proof on this point. 

2. I asked you to prove that endless duration is the primi- 
tive and proper meaning of aiow, and you make no attempt to 
do it, but proceed to show that it signifies endless in some of its 
particular applications. Just as if, I had asked you to prove 
that the word life-time means endless duration, and you should 
reply, the word life-time signifies endless when applied to God, 
[for the lifetime of God is endless,] therefore, it always signifies 
endless, except when it is used in an accommodated sense ! I 
do not admit that aicm and aionios are used in **an accommoda- 
ted sense." In my judgement, these terms are as properly used 
when applied to mountains, hills, gates, doors, covenants, &c., 
as when applied to God and to things strictly eternal. I ac- 
knowledge that the mere application of the Hebrew term olam 
and the Greek aion, to God, would not of itself altme, be suffi- 
cient to convince me of the absolute endless existence of the di- 
vine Being. He is the " immortal, incorruptible" God, and "his 
years have no end." I admit that when aion is applied to God, 
it signifies an unbeginning, unending duration, not on account of 
any particular force in the word itself, but because the nature of 
the subject requires it. It is then the age or life-time of God, 
which is an absolute eternity. Your argument for endless pun* 
ishment, founded on this wopd and its signification when applied 
to God, will as conclusively prove that punishment has always 
existed as that it miU always exist. Will you allow that misery 
has existed as long as God has existed, or will you say omnio^ ig 
used in an " accommodated sense " when applied to punishment ? 
If qium properly signifies all 'past and all future duration, then 
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it must be used in an " accommodated sense " when used to sig- 
nify only all future duration. 

" That these terms are frequently used to express eternity is 
granted, chiefly as applied to God and his attributes ; but then, 
it must be observed, that their being so applied is no evidence, 
that this is their radical meaning, for we also find days, years, 
and ages, similarly applied." Ps. 89 : 29 ; Mic. 5:2; Ps. 
102 : 24 27 ; Eph. 3 : 21. The proper rule for understanding 
these terms, is this : when the subject to which they are applied 
is in its rvature eternal, they are to he understood ojs expressing 
that SBTise ; but when the subject is not from its ruUure eterrud, 
they must be understood as implying but a limited duration. If 
you can show that punishment is endless in its nature, then I 
must allow that aiordos signifies endless duration when applied 
to it, but not till then. In the light of the above remarks, you 
will discover that all you have said about words being used fig- 
uratively or in an accommodated sense, amounts to nothing ; for 
I do not allow that these terms are used in " an accommodated 
sense." The literal meaning of them is " duration of time," and 
the extent thereof, may be longer or shorter, according to the 
nature of the subject. The age of God is undoubtedly unbe- 
ginning and unending, but how it follows from this fact, that pun- 
ishment, is therefore, unbeginning and unending, I cannot per- 
ceive. I chaUeTige you to prove that infinite duration is the 
radical idea, of olam or aion, 

I have never said that aionios should be translated " age-last- 
ing " or " of the age,^^ when applied to God, hence, your attempt 
to show my absurdity by thus translating several passages, is 
wholly nugatory. 

In offset, I will give you a chapter. You say eternity is the 
proper meaning of aion. Let us test your translation of this 
term. Matt. 24 : 3 — " What shall be the sign of thy coming, 
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and of the ^nd of the world," aion? According to your trans- 
lation, ''i}iQ end of eternity:' Matt. 18: 39, 40— "The har- 
vest is the end of the world," [aion] and " so shall it be in the 
end of the world," ton aixmos. That is, according to your trans- 
lation, " the harvest is the end of eternity, '^ and " so shall it be 
in the end of this eterrdtyj' 1 Cor. 10 : 11 — " And they are 
written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the worlds 
ton aUmon are come." That is, if you be correct, " on whom 
the ends of the eternities [pluralj are come." Heb. 9 : 26—- 
" Now once in the end of the worlds, sunteleia ton aionon, hath 
he [Christ] appeared. " That is, according to you, " Now once 
in the end of the eternities hath Christ appeared." John 9 : 
32 — "Since the world began," ek tou aionos. According to 
your translation, " Since the eternity began." In Rom. 16 : 25, 
Paul speaks of the mystery of the gospel " which was kept 
secret since the world aioniois began." That is, according to 
you, " since eternity began." 

I hope you have learned by this time, that this business of 
showing absurdities in the translation of aion, is " a play that 
two can play at," as well as one. 

Your argument rests on the supposition that aion properly 
signifies eternity, or endless duration of being. This position 
you have not proved. The following facts, respecting this word, 
justify me in assuming that aion does not signify eternity or an 
endless duration. 

1. The Greek word aei, which is the only root in the noun 
aionj signifying duration, occurs in eight places in the New 
Testament, and in none of these places does it denote endless 
duration. The texts are, Mark 15 : 8, Acts 7 : 51, 2 Cor. 3 : 
11, and 6 : 10, Titus 1 : 12, Heb. 8 : 10, 1 Pet. 3 : 15, 2 Pet. 
1 : 12. In most of these places aei is rendered always. 

2. Professor Stuart says, that aion in the New Testament 
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corresponds more nearly to oLam in the Old Testament than to 
the classical usage of aion. He gives as the first meaning of 
cami in the New Testament, " an ind^nite period of timeJ'^ 

3. Parkhurst, the author of the Hebrew Lexicon, says 61am 
denotes a " hidden duration,^'* and that " it seems to be much 
more frequently used for indefinite, than for infinite time." 

4. Dr. Taylor, who wrote the Hebrew Concordance and 
copied every word of the Hebrew Bible three times with his 
own hand, says of clam — " The word is applied to time, and 
signifieth a duration which is concealed, as being of an unknown 
or great length, with respect either to time past or to come.*' 
He adds, " It signifieth eternity not from the proper force of 
the word, but when the sense of the place or the nature of the 
subject to which it is applied requireth it ; as God and his at- 
tributes." 

6. Pickering defines aion as follows : ** An age, a long peri- 
od of time, indefinite duration, time whether longer or shorter," 
&c. 

6. Alexander Campbell says of aion, " Its radical idea is 
indefinite duration.''^ 

7. Eternity never had a beginning, but the beginning of aion 
is alluded to in five different passages. Luke 1 : 70 ; John 9 : 
32 ; Acts 3 : 21, and 15 : 18 ; Eph. 3 : 9. Eternity can have 
no end, whereas the end of aio7i is spoken of in several places. 
1 Cor. 10 : 11 ; Heb. 9 : 26 ; and five times in Matthew. 

It is absurd to speak of this eternity, in distinction from, a 
future eternity — or to speak of a plurality of eternities ; but 
the scriptures mention a plurality of aiom, and, this aion and 
the aion to come, in several instances. See 1 Tim. 1 : 17 ; 
Eph. 3 ; 17 ; Col. 1 : 25 ; Matt. 12 : 32 ; Mark 10 : 30 ; Luke 
18 : 30 ; Gal. 1 : 4; Tim. 4 : 10 ; Heb. 6 : 5. 

8. Donnegan, in his Greek Lexicon, defines aion to mean 
" time, a space of time, life-time, the ordinary period ot xxsasi^ 

3 
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life, the age of man, man's estate, a long period of time, eter* 
nity," &c. 

9. Bishop Pearce says, an age is the proper meaning of cdon. 

Having now shown that eternity is not the primitive meaning 
of (don or o^m, I remark, an adjective cannot derive any more 
force of meaning from the noun it is derived from, than is con- 
tained in the primitive word. Gloomy cannot mean more than 
gloom, nor wise more than wisdom ; hence, the adjective aiomta 
cannot be, generically, a stronger term to express duration than 
the noun aioTiy from which it is derived. 

Josephus, who wrote not a great while afler Christ, uses 
aitndos generally to signify a limited, indefinite duration of time, 

Origen, an acknowledged believer in Universal Salvation in 
the third century, uses aionios freely as applied to punishment, 
without any explanation or qualification, such as our modem 
prepossessions would require a Universalist to make, if he ap- 
plied the word everlasting to punishment. 

These terms are frequently used in the Bible and applied to 
things which we know, already, have or will come to an end. 
As examples of this kind I quote as follows : 

1. EvEB. Lev. vi. 13. ** The fire shall ever be burning on 
the altar." John xviii. 20. *' I ever taught in the synagogue 
and temple." 

2. FoBEVEB. Glen. xiii. 15. " For all the land which thou 
seest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed forever.'* Exod. 
xii. 14. ^<You shall keep it (the passover) a feast by an ordi- 
nance forever.** Lev. xxv. 46. " They shall be your bondmen 
forever** spoken of the Jewish slaves. Jonah declares, when 
swallowed by the fish, " I went down to the bottoms of the 
mountains ; the earth with her bars was about me forever ; yet 
hast thou brought up my life from corruption, O Lord my God." 
Jonah ii. 6. Here forever signified the time Jozmh remainedi 
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in the fish's belly. PhilemcHi 15. **That tiiou shouldst re- 
ceive him {Oneaimua) forever.'* 

3. Ev£BLA.STiNa. Gen. xvii. 8, xlviii. 4. " I will give thee 
the land of Canaan for an everlasting possession." Gen. xlix. 
26. *< The utmost bounds of the everlasting hills.** Exod. xl. 
15 ; Num. xxv. 13. " An everlasting priesthood." Lev. xvi. 
34. *<An everlasting statute.'* Hab. iii. 6. <<The everlasting 
mountains were scattered." 

The foregoing facts with reference to aion and aionios show 
eonclusively, that the tmere force of these words cannot be de- 
pended on to prove the endless duration of anything whatever. 

With relation to 2 Cor. iv. 17, I would ask, by what author- 
ity you make the noun huperbolen qualify the noun weight ? 
But, if the phrase kath kuperbolen eis kuperbolen be considered 
an adverbial phrase, as I think it ought, then it clearly qualifies 
aionion. 

You are wrong, in saying that akatahUas, endless, in Heb. vii. 
16, is " applied to the priesthood of Christ*' No, sir, it is ap- 
plied to that " life,'* according to the power of which Jesus waa 
made a priest ; but it does by no means follow that his life as a 
priest is endless. Though Christ was made a priest eis ton 
aiona J forever, yet, as you say, ** it is generally held that Christ 
will resign the office of priest," — ^thus the priesthood will end, 
though called everlasting, but that life according to the pow^ of 
which he was made a priest, will never end. And« as "our 
[immortal] life is hid with Christ in GKhI,** and all who die in 
Adam are to be made alive m Christ, and receive their endless 
life from him, so, I think, theirs is the same life which is here 
called ^^sndless,*^ You say, <^ the term [akatalutos] here render^p 
ed endless, is as clearly applied to what is not strictly end- 
less, as is the word rendered everlasting." Will you be so 
good as to show me the place where akatalutos is used, and 
ii|)plied to what is not strictly endless? As it happens, akatalur 
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tos does not occur in 1 Tim. i. 4, where »* endless genealogies '' 
are mentioned, and hence, you have made a blunder, and my 
^""proof-text " does ihot fall by my own hand, as you assert. 

I earnestly desire that in your next letter you will endeavor 
to prcnoe your application of Matt. xxv. 46, (your only proof- 
text, as yet,) to the immortal state, and, also, that you will offer 
some reasons why aionios should signify endless duration when 
applied to punishment, rather than when applied to mountains, 
hills, gates, doors, covenants, &c. &c. 



MR. LEE TO MR. BALLOU. 

Dear Sir : — In your reply to my last letter you made the 
following statement : 

" In my reply to your first letter, I asked you to prove the 
application of Matt. xxv. 46 to the immortal state, and I also 
asked you to show that " endless duration " is the primitive and 
proper meaning of aion. I perceive that, in your reply to me, 
you have made no attempt to prove either of these points.*' 

This surprises me, for it is not true, or else you have the 
honor of making the discovery that I do not know when I make 
an attempt to prove a point, and when I do not make such at- 
tempt. After filling my whole letter with what I supposed to 
be arguments, and good arguments too, on these very points, you 
must know that it is very grateful to my bump of self-esteem to 
be told by you that I made no attempt to prove them ! If then 
I could do so much without even making an attempt, wo worth 
the day for your theory, when I shall really attempt. 



MIU LEE TO MB. BALLOU. 29 

You say, I " merely endeavor to raise a fiw objectioiis to my 
[your] application of that passage to the close of the Jewish 
state." I advanced seven direct arguments on the point, and yet 
you say I merely endeavored to raise a^ew? objections \ I I won- 
der 3^ou did not print that significant word few in diamond type, 
so as to make it look as small as possible. How many objec* 
tions do you suppose I ought to raise in so short a letter to be 
entitled to your attention ? You say again, " I can answer all 
your objections to the Universalist application of the second 
coming of Christ to the close of the Jewish age, but I am not 
logically bound to do so, because, by the rules of controversy, 
you are bound to go ahead and make out your case." To this I 
reply, 

1. It is an admission that you have not attempted to meet 
my arguments on the point. Let this be remembered. 

2. My arguments to prove the absurdity of your application 
of the text to the destruction of Jerusalem, equally prove that 
the text refers to the future state. That the text relates to a 
general judgment at the end of the world, or to the destruction 
of Jerusalem, is granted by universal consent, so that to re^te 
one of these notions is to establish the other. Everybody but 
Universalists agrees with me in my exposition of the text, and 
even some who are called Universalists admit this exposition ; 
therefore, to refute your Universalist exposition is to confirm my 
own application, since there is no other application for which 
any one is disposed to contend. In view of these facts, how 
could you say that you were not bound to meet my objections to 
your application of the text ? Nothing but an incapacity to re- 
fute my arguments could have driven you to take such an unen- 
viable position before our readers. You are certainly bound to 
meet and refute my arguments, by which I attempted to prove 
that the text in question does not relate to the destruction of Je- 
rusalem, or else you are bound to prove that it is capable of a 

3* 
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third exposition different from dther of those &r which we eon- 
tend. I contend for one exposition and you contend for another, 
and nobody contends for a third ; my argument therefore with 
uniyersal consent takes it for granted that your exposition or my 
exposition is right, and as I have proved in the use of seven dis- 
tinct arguments that your exposition is wrong, it follows that my 
exposition is right ; — ^the text therefore relates to the future 
state. It is then proved on my part by unanswered arguments 
that Matt. xxv. 31-46 relates to a general judgment to ifcake 
place at the second coming of Christ, which is yet ^ture. Nor 
can I relinquish this position until you shall either meet and re- 
^te my arguments, or prove that the text may mean something 
different from either your own or my understanding of it. 
Buckle on your armor and come up to the conflict like a man of 
courage, and I will give you enough to do, for when you shall 
have demolished my arguments already advanced, I have enough 
more on the same point which shall be forthcoming. 

Before I leave this point, I will give a brief expose of your 
ability to remove my objections. You say, " I ask, how do you 
know, Mr. Lee, that Christ did not come in his glory at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem?" It is a sufficient reply to this to say, 
that there is no evidence that he did — no evidence that his an- 
gels then and there attended him — no evidence that he then sat 
upon the throne of his glory. No historian has recorded any of 
these events as taking place at that time. But the proof belongs 
to you on this point. If you apply the prediction of Christ to 
that event, you must prove that it was then fulfilled, which 
would be to prove all these points, the negative of which you 
ask me to prove. I ask you then in turn, * How do you know ?*' 
&c. 

But I can tell you how I know " that Christ did Twt come at the 
destruction of Jerusalem." He said to the Jews, " Ye shall not 
see me henceforth, until ye shall say, Blessed is he that oometh 
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in the name of the Lord." Matt, xxiii. 89. They did not say, 
Bleseed is he that oometh in the name of the Lord, at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, therefore he did not come then. 

Your quotation from Zech. xiv. 1, 2, to prove that all nations 
were gathered at Jerusalem, does not answer. That text was 
uttered by the prophet about the time that Jerusalem was taken 
by Nebuchadnezzar, and it is more probable that the prophesy 
relates to that event. But whatever it may mean, it cannot re- 
fer to the overthrow of the Jews by the Romans, as you must 
have seen, had you read the latter clause of the text. It says, 
" The half of the city shall go into captivity, and the residue of 
the people shall not be cut off 'from the city." The Romans 
destroyed the city itself, and carried all the people into captiv- 
ity, which were not slain. But I will not spend time on this 
point, for whoever were gathered at Jerusalem at that time, it 
was not to be judged and punished as the text aflSirms of all na- 
tions to be gathered, not at Jerusalem, but before the Son of 
Man. 

I will now attend to the second point. You say, " I asked 
you to show that endless duration is the primitive and proper 
meaning of aiow," and then you say I have made no attempt to 
prove this point. You are certainly incapable of perceiving an 
attempt, or I am incapable of making one, for I certainly at- 
tempted to make an attempt. Do you wish me to repeat my 
arguments, or to multiply them, merely to furnish you with the 
pleasure of overlooking them, and then denying that I have at- 
tempted any argument ? The foUowing is the substance of what 
I proved on this point in my last. 

1. The word rendered everlasting, &c., properly expresses 
endless duration, because it is the word inspiration has employed 
when the intention was properly and absolutely to express end- 
leas duration, as the existence of God, the perpetuity of Christ's 
kingdom, and the happiness of the righteous. This proves, as 
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was shown, that unless the word aion^ (forever, everlasting and 
eternal;) does not properly express endless duration, then the 
eternity of God and the happiness of the righteous are not prop- 
erly expressed in the Bible, and if the eternity of God and the 
endless happiness of the righteous are not properly expressed in 
the Bible, it will be difficult for you to prove the endless happi- 
ness of the wicked, 

2. It was shown in my last that words are never used figu- 
ratively or in an accommodated sense, to express more than their 
proper meaning. Words cannot be made to express more than 
their proper grammatical sense, and yet the word about which we 
contend is used to express the existence of God. Whether this 
be an argument or not, I will give it the form of one, so as to 
render it visible, that you may not again overlook it, by denying 
that I have attempted an argument. 

(1.) Words are never used to express more than their proper 
signification ; they cannot be made to express more : — 

(2.) The word aionion, rendered everlasting, is used to ex- 
press the eternity of God and the endlessness of future happi- 
ness; 

(3.) Therefore, the word aionion, rendered everlasting, does 
not properly express less than endless duration, but must express 
duration as absolutely endless as the existence of God and the 
future happiness of the saints. 

3. As the proper meaning of the word is endless duration, 
and as we are always bound to construe language in its proper 
literal sense, in all cases where the subject will admit of it, we 
arc bound to receive the terms everlasting, eternal and forever, 
as teaching endless punishment is not and cannot be endless, and 
then and not till then we shall be justified in understanding the 
terms in question in an accommodated sense, as when applied to 
mountains, gates, &c. Your ground appears to be that the word 
has no meaning of its own, but is wholly dependent upon the 
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thing to which it is applied for its meaning. If it be applied to 
what is endless, then it means endless, but if it be applied to 
what is limited in duration, then it means limited duration, and 
thus you make it derive its meaning from the thing it is used to 
express, instead of expressing the duration of the thing to which 
it is applied. When I was a boy, I learned to say, " An adjec- 
tive is a word added to a substantive (name) to express its qual- 
ity ; as, * the everlasting God,' * everlasting punishment ;' " but 
it appears that Universal theology has changed the order of 
things since that day, and now it appears from your reasoning 
that nouns determine the nature of adjectives attached to them. 
You make a grand mistake when you say, " The proper rule for 
understanding these terms is this: when the subject to which 
they are applied is in its nature eternal, they are to be under- 
stood as expressing that sense," &c. They cannot express that 
sense, unless endless duration be their proper seme ; hence, the 
true rule is always to understand them in this sense, unless the 
subject absolutely requires a limited sense. It is for you, there- 
fore, to prove that punishment is not and cannot be endless, be- 
fore you can have any right by the rule of interpretation to un- 
derstand them in a limited sense, when applied to this subject. 
The laboring oar belongs to you on this point. 

Your quotations to prove that the word in question is used to 
express limited duration, are no reply to my argument, because 
they only prove what I admit. My argument does not assume 
that the word is never applied to things of limited duration, but 
only that its proper sense is endless. So with your translation 
of the word aion, in the phrase, " end of the (aion) world," 
making it mean end of eternity. If I contended that the word 
is used only in its proper sense, this would be a fair retort, but 
such is not the case. 

You say I am " wrong in saying that akatalutos, endless, in 
Heb. vii. 16, is applied to the priesthood of Christ." It may 
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be that I am wrong, but your argoment has failed to conyinoe 
me of it. If Christ was aiade a high priest after the power of 
an endless life, the endlessness of the zoes akatakUos, endless life, 
is applied to the priesthood of Christ, and it must be as endless 
as the life after the power of which it was made, if the word 
be used in its proper sense. 

You say the word akatctlutos does not occur in 1 Tim. i« 4. 
I did not say it did occur ; what I said on this text had refer- 
ence to the translation endless^ the original of which is as prop- 
erly translated endless as the word on which you rely as a 
stronger term than aionioSf everlasting. In Heb. vii. 16 the ori- 
ginal is akatakUoSt incapable of dissolution, indissoluble ; endur- 
ing, everlasting. The word in 1 Tim. i. 4, is aperrantos, unlimit- 
ed, interminable, endless. The word in Matt. xxv. 46, which I 
quoted to prove the endlessness of punishment, is aitmkm, which 
is rendered unlimited as to duration, eternal, everlasting, See 
Greenfields Greek and English Lexicon. I will now submit it 
to our readers if my argument does not stand unmoved by your 
effort to overthrow it. 

There are a few other points which I would notice, could I do 
it without following your bad example, by making my letter 
much longer than the rule of our discussion permits. Your last 
letter was nearly or quite a third longer than mine, to which it 
was a reply, and much longer than the contract allows, as no 
letter was to fill more than three columns of the Sword, sdid. 
If you cannot maintain your side of the question without occu* 
pying so much more space than your opponent, would it not be 
well to retire from the field ? 
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Bear 8tB : — I submit to our readers, whether you take d 
straight-forward, manly course, in proving your application of 
Matt. XXV. 46 to the immortal state. In your first letter, you 
assumed this application without any attempt at proof, and, 
when I denied your reference of the passage on the authority of 
Christ's own words, in Matt. xvi. 27, 28, and xxiVk 34, you 
made no attempt to show that these cited texts did not mean 
what I supposed, but merely presented some supposed difficulties 
to Christ's application of your proof-text* If there is any force 
in your supposed difficulties, it rests directly against Christ's tes- 
timony, not against me. Jesus did most emphatically declare, 
that " same " of those who then stood before him should " not 
taste deathf*^ or die^ until his coming with his angels to reward 
men according to their works, should take place; and, that 
'< that generation should not pass away " until his coming, &c. 
&c., should be ftilfilled. Your seven objections rest directly 
against this testimony of the Savior ; and this is a sufficient ref- 
utation of all your objections. 

You say, " there is no evidence that Christ did come, no evi- 
dence that his angels then and there attended him, no evidence 
that he then sat upon the throne of his glory." You ask me 
how I know he did then come, &c. I reply, I believe he did 
then come, because he said he vxjuid then come. Are the plain 
declarations of Christ no evidence with you ? He declared, " The 
Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, rmth his an- 
gds ; wnd then he shaU reward every man according to Ms vxjrks, 
VerUy, I say unto you^ there be some standing here whkh shall 
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not taste of death till they see the Son of man coming in his 
Idmjdmt:' Matt. 16 : 27, 28. Further he said, " And then 
shall appear the sign of the Son of man in heaven, and then 
shall all the tribes of the earth (or land,) mourn, and they shall 
see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with power 

and great ghry, and he shall send his angels, 

So likewise ye, (my disciples,) when ye shall see all these things, 
know that it is near even at the doors. Verily, I say unto you 
THIS GENERATION shxdL not poss till oU these things be fulfUed,''^ 
Matt. xxiv. 80, 81, 83, 84. See also Mark xiii. 26-80, and 
Luke xxi. 27, 81, 82, and xvii. 80. Also, Mark viii. 88, and 
ix. 1. Luke ix. 26, 27. James testified more than 1700 years 
ago, that even then, " the coming of the Lord drauoeth rdgh,^ 
Now, sir, in view of all this explicit testimony, what becomes of 
all your fancied difficulties relative to the coming of Christ and 
the setting up of his kingdom ? If you had produced explicit 
scripture testimony to prove your application of this text, and I 
had merely raised some supposed difficulties against such appli- 
cation, you would have asked me, What do all your supposed 
difficulties weigh against the positive declarations of Christ ? 
Honestly, I cannot discover that you have yet taken even the 
first step toward proving your application of Matt, xxv. 46 to 
the immortal state. 

You say Christ did not separate the gathered naiions at Jeru- 
salem's destruction. I reply, he then separated his faithful fol- 
lowers from those who rejected him — believers from unbelievers. 
The pronoun " them^'* in the original, does not refer immediately 
to the word nations, it being of a difierent gender. Will you 
state what nations, in your view, Christ will separate in the 
immortal resurrection state ? 

My answer to your sixth" objection is, I have proved by 
Christ's own words, that the kingdom of God was to come with 
power before some who heard him should die, Mark ix. 1. 
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You ask, " Who are the devil and his angels, foi" whom this 
national destraction was prepared ?" I reply, the hwman einemy 
of Christianity, and his emissaries^ Christ calls Judas a devU, 
and Peter, Satan, and in Eev» ii. 10, it is said, " The deml shall 
cast some of you into prison "—-that is the human enemy of 
Christ. The terms Satan and DeiM^ as you know, are signifi- 
cant epithets, and properly applicable to any beings or body of 
men whose characters they describe, just like our words adveV' 
sary and enemy. 

Nearly or quite all partialist commentators acknowledge that 
a coming of Christ did take place at the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. Do you d^y it ? At that time Christ commenced judg- 
ing the world, and ** all nations " were then placed under his re- 
tributive administration, and he will continue to jzedge or reign 
in his kingdom until all enemies are subdued to him, death de- 
stroyed, and God becomes " all in all. " 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28. 

I now submit to our readers whether 1 have not removed all 
your &ncied difficulties, which you oppose to Christ's positive 
declarations that his coming in his kingdom, with power and 
glory, with his angels, diould take place during the life-time of 
some who then heard him. 

In my last, I took the position, and endeavored to sustain it 
by the highest authority and evidence, that the mere force of 
the original words rendered everlasting and eternal, cannot be 
depended on to prove the endless duration of anythino what- 
»VBB. You have not met this position at aU, and you pay no 
sort of regard to the learned authority by which my conclusion 
is sustained. Perhaps you do as well as you can, considering 
that your <* Sword ' is now fighting against the truth. 

As you have not yet shown that the term everlasting is ever 
applied in scripture to punishment in the immortal state, I might 
logically rest my defence here; but I will proceed to reduce 
your argument for the endlessness of punishment to an absurdity. 



YoQ^ whole argfiQient for endlfiss paouhment is tfadsr Hie 
<vrigmal words render^ ererlastiDg and eternal, signify properly 
infinite duration when applied to God; they are used in tfacr 
same sense when applied to pwshjnent, and therefore they proye 
pomshmeirt endless* It is a rule in logic, that an argumeii^ 
which proves teo much, proves nothing for him who uses it. 
Your argument proves too much ; for» when aiomos is applied to 
God, it si^iifies an tmbeginnmg, unending duration. Now, if ijb 
is used in the sopTie sense when applied to punishment as when 
applied lo God, as your argument supposes, then it proves an 
V9fbegwmng as well as an unending punishment. Thus your ar- 
gument is reduced to an absurdity. Acoorduig to your reasoQ.' 
ii^ if a man applies the term life4ime to a fly, to a man, to a 
lieoy Ui- God, then he properly means, that the fly, the man, andf 
the tree, will have the same duration of life-time that God has 
You are quite wdoome to all the force of fioich an argument a» 
Ibis* According to you, if I speak of an enduring disea0e, and 
of the enduring God, I properly mean that tib^e disease is as en- 
during as Grod. Shame on sudh logic ! Acccnr^ng to you, if I 
say, a great fly, a great man, a great house, and the great Orodf 
I properly mean that the fly, the man and the house, are seve- 
rally as great as God, because I apply the same adjective to 
eaeb of these objects. Or, if I say, a good man, and the good 
Godi I mean properly, that the man is as good a^ God I Now, 
the tru:th is, sir, that all this sort of words do actaiially signify, 
by QOuuKum consent, more wbm applied to God than when ap- 
plied to other things, and that too from the very nature of the 
sai]^ectr 

I do not say, tiiat this word has no meaning c^ its own, as 
you vainly assert I have said r^eatedly, and I have proved 
by good authority, such as you dare not directly c<mtradict, that 
the radical idea of darrij aum and caonios, is an '' indefinite dur 
r^kfiki^ at hrngteatdMomig time, and^ I eonteiid» ^i the ^fJ^t 
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of the duration sigttifi^ by tliis term, in everj particnlar case, 
must be determined by the nature of the subject. 

In refutation of your syllogism, I take the position, that, as 
clam, aian and aioniog properly denoted a ^ hidden, indeflTtUe 
duration,^^ the precise limits of which was not fixM, and might 
be longer or shorter, therefore, these terms were used in there 
proper iense, as much when applied to what is limited in dura- 
tion, as when applied to what is endless. When I say, the long' 
enduring God, l&iiig'endxiHng mountains, Imtg^endurmg pnnish- 
ment, will you tell me why the Word hmg-endurmg is not used 
\SL its proper sense, as much when applied to punishment and moun- 
tains, as when applied to God ? I deny that (domos is a strong- 
er or more definite term than tong-enjdurtTijg. Bemembelr this. 

When I was a school-boy, I learned that an adjective added 
to a substantive does not add any quality to that substantive, 
biit only expresses some quality which the substantive possesses. 
The adjective positively declares, m all cases, that the substan- 
tive is possessed of the quality, but the exteTtt to which the sub- 
stantive possesses it, must be determined, not by ike- adjective, 
but from the nature of the thing ; as, the loTig-endtcring God, 
the long-enduring priesthood, Itrng-ehduring mountains, long-eft' 
ditrmg punishment. Who does not know that the adjective does 
ikot determine the extent to which the substantive or thitig is 
possessed of the quality indioated by ilie adjogtive ? So, the adp 
jeeiive aionias, expresses <^at the subject to which it is applied 
is contimum or lasting ; but, the particular extent to which 
it is possessed of this quality, must in all cases be deteitiiiited 
by the nature of the subject. Now, sir, this being the case, 
when you will «how from the nature of divine punishment that 
it is endless, I will admit that aionios, denotes endlett) duratioti 
when applied to it, but not till then. The laboring oar belongs 
<» you oh this point. 

You say, " As the proper meaijiS!)^ of to #Wd i^' etfdMs» dtt*- 
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ration/' &c. I have denied, aQd do again most positiyelj denj^ 
that the proper meaning of dum or dUmt is infinite or endless 
duration. I ask for proof on this point. Do not the words 
life-time, long-enduring, powerful, &c., signify more by common 
consent, when applied to Gx)d, than when applied to other 
things? 

I will present you and our readers with one argument more, 
to show that no dependence can be placed on these words alone, 
to prove the endless duration of anytMn^f whatever. It is evi- 
dent that the seventy learned Jews who translated the Old Tes- 
tament into the Greek Septuagint, did not suppose that aion sig- 
nified an infinite duration, because, in that work we find eti, and 
ep^ceina, added to aion. These terms signify " and farther ^ he* 
yoTid^^ &e. Exod. xvi. 18. The Lord shall reign, ton awna^ 
kai ep aionay kai eti^ i, e., if you be correct, firom eternity to 
eternity, and fabiheb. Now, sir, I demand of you a transla- 
tion of the above Greek phrase according to the exegesis yon 
have given of aion. Again, Dan. xii. 2, *< And they that turn 
many to righteousness as the stars, eis tous aionas, kai eti,** i. e., 
as I would have it, through the age and farther ; but as you 
would translate it, *' through eternity and tabtheb." Micah iv. 
5. '' And we walk in the name of Jehovah our God, eis ton 
aionUf kai epekeina, i. e., as I translate it, through the age aand 
BEYOND IT. Dr. James McKnight, in his *' Truth of the Gospel 
History,'' page 28. after discussing these words at some length, 
and arriving at the conclusion in his own mind, that akn and 
aumos do probaMy signify endless when applied to punishment, 
says: 

" At the same time I must be so candid as to acknowledge, 
that the icse of the terms forever, eternal and everlasting, in oth- 
er passages of scripture, shows that they who understand these 
words in a limited sense, when applied to punishment^ p^ "no 
90B0ED mterpretaiion upon them^^ 
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This is the candid confession of a learned believer in, and de- 
fender of endless punishment. It is high authority as to the 
meaning of the words, and is in direct contradiction to what 
you affirm ; for, your doctrine is, tiiat a forced interpretation is 
put on these words whenever they are used to signify anydiing 
less than the whole duration of God's existence. For au^t I 
see, you must allow that they are used in an accommodated 
sense, when applied to ^ture happiness and misery, as you use 
them ! You have involved yourself in a dilemma. You must 
allow that punishment has existed as long as God has existed, or 
you must allow, that awnios eternal is used in an accommodated 
sense when applied to punishment. Take which horn of the 
dilemma you please. I opine, you will not hang very comforta- 
bly on either. If you say awmos signifies as much when appli- 
ed to punishment as when applied to God, then punishment hjos 
alwags existed ; or if you say, it does not signify as much when 
applied to punishment as when applied to God, then it must, ac- 
cording to ysur own showing, be used in an accommodated sense 
when applied to punishment, and your argument is ruined. 

According to your mode of reasoning on Heb. vii. 16, if a 
man is made a judge of the court according to the power of the 
indissohihle constitution of the United States, he must remain 
a judge as long as the constitution exists ! Wonderful logic ! ! 

Your reference to GreenfieHd^s Greek and English Lexicon^ 
comes with an ill grace, after I have given several authorities as 
high or hi^er than Greenfield, which you have entirely ^.iled 
to notice. 

As I have a little more room, I will offer two objections to 
you doctrine of interminable suffering. 

1. The Bible does not teach this doctrine, because, the term 
" everlasting " is never applied in the scriptures, to punishment 
beyond this world or in the immortal state. 

2. If any of mankind will be endlessly miserable, God 

4# 
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kneu} even before creation, that they would be thus miserable. 
In certain prospect of their endless miseiy, if he created than, 
his benevolence, would have prevented their creation on the prin- 
dple that an existence of unending pain is worse than no eds- 
tence at all. Your doctrine charges God with cruelty^ in crea- 
ting the known subjects of endless torment. 
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Deab Sib : — You commence your last by an intimation that 
my course is not " manly," which of course is the best argu- 
ment you have. A complaint of unfairness is a handy substi- 
tute when arguments fail. You complain because I did not fill 
my space with an attempt to prove that Matt. xvi. 27, 28, and 
xxiv. 34, do not mean what you suppose. Indeed sir, were I 
compelled to prove that every text that you may see fit to refer 
to, does not mean what you suppose, I should have business 
enough, and you would secure your object, namely, to prevent 
my getting my own arguments before our readers during our 
limited discussion. But I did notice these texts as far as was 
necessary. I remarked that it was necessary for you to prove 
that they relate to the same event which is described in Matt. 
XXV. which is my proof text. This you had not done, and if 
you think I shall labor, at your dictation, to prove that your 
texts do not mean a certain thing, before you undertake to prove 
that they do, you will find yourself mistaken, and our readers 



IfB. LEE TO MB. BAX.LOU. 43 

will have the privily of judging whether you are unmanly in 
making such demands, or I in reding to comply. Now sir, I 
deny that your texts in Matt. ;^yi. and zxiv. relate to the same 
event as that described in the last paragraph of xxv. chap, 
though the same subject may be treated in the connection. In 
Matt. xvi. you connect the 27th and 28th verses as relating to 
the same event, whereas, in my view, they relate to very differ- 
ent events. Verse 27, " For the Son of man shall come in the 
glory of his Father with the holy angels ; and then shall he re- 
ward every man according to his works." That this does not 
relate to the destruction of Jerusalem, as you suppose, appears 
from two considerations. 

1. Christ in no sense came then, tmth his holy angels. He 
did not come with the angels of heaven that inhabit the spirit 
world. He did not come with the ministers of the gospel, who 
may be termed angels, for they all fled and every holy person 
hasted away before that dreadful blow was struck upon Jerusa- 
lem. The Koman army cannot have been intended by the holy 
angels, though they may be considered his messengers of wrath, 
for they were not hdy. They were heathen, and heathen are 
no where called holy in the scriptures. The Saviour, in speak- 
ing of them in reference to this event, calls it " the abomination 
of desolation," hence they cannot be the holy angels spoken of 
in the text. 

2. At the coming spoken of in the text, Christ is to " re- 
ward every man according to his works," which was not dqne at 
the destruction of Jerusalem. Who were rewarded according 
to their works at the destructiun of Jerusalem ? It will not 
be pretended that the oppressive and blood-thirsty and blood- 
stained Komans were thus sewarded. It will hardly be main- 
tained that the disciples were rewarded according to their works 
on that occasion. They had the good fortune to escape with 
their lives, through many difi&culties and much suffering. If 
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ihiB is the reward of piety, it is all a n^atiye diaracter, fbr 
they enjoyed no positive good which they did not enjoy before, 
though they enjoyed exemption from some evils, while at ^ 
same time they endured other evils. There were n<Hie then who 
were rewarded according to their works at this time, exo^t the 
unbelieving Jews, and it admits of doubt even in their ease. 
Amid the promiscuous slaughter and captivity, it can hardly be 
maintained that each suffered, individually, just as much and no 
more than their works demanded respectively. But the text in- 
cludes the whole of our race, *' every nmn^^ and refers to them 
in their individual capacity, hence, it can be fulfilled only by a 
universal judgment. It is clear that this text does not relate to 
the destruction of Jerusalem. 

Now let us look at the 28th verse, " Verily I say unto you, 
there be some standing here which shall not taste death, till 
they see the Son of man coming in his kingdom." This text 
you join to the other, by omitting the period, and putting a 
comma in place of it, to make it look as though the two formed 
but one sentence. This " professional tact'' may accomplish its 
object with those who are not in the habit of reading the Bible 
for themselves. Now I believe that this verse relates to a diff- 
erent event, and that it was introduced by our Lord, by way of 
giving assurance of what he had said in the former verse. In 
the first he would come " in the glory of his Father with his ho- 
ly angels,'* and then as though to give an assurance of it, he de- 
clares in the next verse, " there be some standing here which 
shall not taste death till they see the Son of man coming in fds 
kingdom'* This coming in his kingdom, related to the opening 
of the gospel dispensation, embracing the resurrection from the 
dead, the out-pouring of the Holy Ghost, and the immediate 
moral results that followed. If indeed the former verse did re- 
late to the destruction of Jerusalem, this cannot relate to that 
event, and, of course, it cannot prove that the former relates to 
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it. Did Christ come in his kingdom in the presence of the Ro- 
man army at the destruction of Jerosalem ? As a christian I 
^el bound to repudiate the very thought. Was that kingdom, 
of which the Saviour said, — <'My kingdom is not of this world ; 
if my kingdom were of this world then would my servants 
fight," manifested in the movements and established by the vic- 
tories of the Roman heathen army ? It cannot be ; Jesus came 
not in his kingdom in the person and presence of that army. If 
coming and going away be applied to Christ, with reference to 
this event, I say he rather left on the occasion, that is, departed 
in the persons of his disciples, who fled to the mountains that 
lay on the other side of Jordan. 

I trust that I have now faHj met one of your strongest proof 
texts against my application of Matt. xxv. 31 — 46, and would 
my space permit, I would as cheerfully and as iully meet the 
other Matt. xxiv. but it will be in season, when you shall have 
done something to prove that those parts of the chapter which 
speak of events to take place during that age, refer to the same 
events as are described in chapter xxv. 

Your criticism still amount to the same thing as heretofore, 
viz : The terms in question are sometimes applied to tilings of 
limited duration; therefore they mean limited duration, when 
they are applied to the punishment of the wicked. And why 
you should continue to quote and comment upon texts which ob- 
viously mean limited duration cannot be accoimted for, only on 
the grou])d that you are unable to meet the real question at is- 
sue. If you will prove that these words do not express endless 
duration, when applied to punishment, you will accomplish some- 
thing, but your whole criticisms are efforts to prove that they do 
not express endless duration when applied to other subjects, in 
other texts. You complain that I have not noticed your critics. 
Wonderftd? have you noticed mine? You know and all our 
reader? know^ that the very critics which you quote are against 
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jou, in relation to the use of the woids in qnestionb The quo- 
tations you make were never intended by their authors, to ptOV^ 
or give the least countenance to the views you quote them to 
sustain. In your last you quote Dr. McKnight, in whldi he 
says *' those who understand these words in a limited sen&e, When 
applied to punishmait, put no forced construction upon theau" 
I, sir, have never accused you of putting a forced construction 
upon these words, but a false one, and ^at your i^lication is 
false though not forced, Dr. McKnight as firmly believed as I 
do, according to your own showing. You admit that he " arriv- 
ed at Ihe conclusion that awn and aimdos do probably signify 
endless, when applied to punishment. ^^ But what did the Dr. 
mean by '^ forced construction ?" It is plain he meant one not 
to be given to the words in other texts, that is, ho meant to be 
candid enough to admit that in various other passages these 
words were used to express limited duration, and have I not 
been equally candid. I have from the beginning admitted tliis. 
You wholly misrepresent me when my doctrine is, that a forced 
interpretation is put upon these words, when they are used to 
signify any thing less than the whole diuration of God's exis- 
tence.'* I have said no such thing nor anything that implies it. 
I have not used the term forced in this connection, nor have 1 
contended for any meaning of the word more than endless. And 
this meaning it may have whether used retrospectively or pro»* 
pectively, as in Ps. xc. 2. " Even from everlasting to everlasti' 
ing thou art God." Thus, you had to misrepresent me to give 
force to your argument, and as your whole criticism^ and your 
dilemma with its two horns, depend upon this misrepresentation, 
they may be dismissed without ftirther comment. And now af- 
ter all you have said to the contrary, it still reads, << these shall 
go away into everlasting pmdskment^ but the righteous into Ufe 
eterrudr 
I will now say a word in reply to your two concluding consid- 
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eratioDS. You say everlasting is never applied to punishment 
beyond tiiis world. I reply. 

1« It is a begging of the whole argument, as well as the 
question to be argued. Whether everlasting does refer to ^ture 
punishment, is a point to be proved, and not to be assumed, if 
punishment for sin extends into the future world, everlasting 
mi^t be applied to it, since it is repeatedly used to express its 
duration ; your assertion is therefore a denial that punishment 
extends into the world to come. This is modest ! You revised 
to discuss this point with me when I proposed it, and now you 
assume it in proof that punishment is not endless. I repeat, 
this is modest ! yea, more, it is *' manly." But it assumes the 
whole question, for if there is no punishment after death, it can- 
not be endless, — Whence you beg everything in debate. Prove 
that ev^lasting is never applied to punishment beyond this 
w:orid. Do you reply. Prove that it is applied. I answer, any 
argument that wiU prove the fact of fiiture punishment, will 
prove this, and you have once refused to discuss this, and pre- 
ferred the question of endless punishment. Does not this pre- 
sent a combination of all the beauties of consistency ? And have 
you dbianged your mind, and concluded to discuss the subject of 
future punishment by having me proceed to prove it in reply to 
your denial 7 I have a perfect right so to do. 

2. It is not true that the word in question is not applied to 
pgniahment after death. Matt. xii. 32 : *^ Whosoever speaketh 
against the Holy Ghost it shall not be forgiven him, neither in 
this world, neither the world to come.'' This certainly speaks 
of what is " beyond this world," and in Mark iii. 2, the parallel 
passage reads, " hath never forgiveness, but is in danger of eter- 
nal damnation.^^ Here then is punishment " beyond this world," 
said to be eternal. Jude 7 : ^* Sodom and Gomorrah are set 
for an example, sufEering the vengeance of eternal fire." That 
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this relates to what is beyond this world is evident, for the peo- 
ple referred to were in the future world at the time they were 
said to be suffering eterrud fire. 2 Thess. i. 6^10. In this 
text it is said that the wicked will be " punished with everlast' 
mg destruction," and that it is " beyond this world," is clear 
from the fact that it is to take place << when he shall be reyealed 
from heaven in flaming fire with his mighly angels." It is also 
to take place " when he shall come to be glorified in his saints." 
Compare this with 1 Thess. iv. 16, 17, and you will see that it 
is connected with the resurrection of the dead. And now that 
this cannot relate to your all-comprehending event, the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, is clear from two circumstances. First, 
Christ was not revealed from heaven in flaming fire, if revealed 
in that event, but from Rome in helmet, shield and sword. Sec- 
ondly, the apostle wrote to the Thessalonians as though they 
were to have a part in this event, whereas they were about one 
thousand miles distant from the scene, on a straight line, and not 
less than fifteen hundred miles distant, by the nearest land route. 
Your several objections, founded upon the knowledge of God, 
I must dispose of by " short logic." 

1. More good than evil will result from the existence of our 
race, which God must have known. 

2. Those who suffer the evil are alone to blame for it, unless 
you will take a part of it for telling them that there is no hell 
" beyond this world." They might all be happy on the same 
terms that any are, if they would comply with those terms, 

3. God could not have prevented the existence of the miser- 
able, without preventing the existence of the happy, and thereby 
preventing more happiness than misery. 

4. Some are miserable for ages, and God must have known 
that they would be before he made them. If you say Gt)d 
could not have prevented this misery, how will you prove that 
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he can prevent endless misery. If you say God might have pro- 
duced the same amount of good without the misery, " your doc- 
trine charges God witli cruelty." 
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Dear Sir : — In your letter No. 5, you stated that the lan- 
guage, '* I will gather all nations against Jerusalem to bat- 
tle," was uttered by the prophet Zechariah about the time 
that Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar. You said this in 
order to make it appear that this prediction did not apply to the 
destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans ; but the fact is, the 
book of Zechariah was not written till more than sixty years af- 
ter the taking of Jerusalem by the Babylonians, hence, that lan- 
guage must be applied to Jerusalem's destruction by the Romans. 
I make this statement, not because the general issue between us 
is materially affected by it, but to let our readers see how much 
reliance ought to be placed on your statements, and to what a 
miserable subterfuge you will resort when you are driven into a 
corner. 

In your last, you acknowledge, that the second coming of 
Christ, or *^ his coming in his kingdom " is a past event. Thus, 
you have given up your application of Matt. 25 : 31 — 46, to 
the immortal state, imless you can show that it is his third com- 
ing there spoken of, and, that that coming is yet future. I ask 
our readers to bear in mind, that you have acknowledged, that 
the second coming of Christ, or the coming of the " Son of man 
in his kingdom," is a past event. 

5 
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Now, sir, prove that the coming of Christ mentioned in Matt. 
25 : 81, is a third coming of the Son of man, or else give up 
your application of it. Let it be remembered, that Mr. Lee ad- 
mits that Matt. 16 : 28, and 24 : 30, and Mark 9 : 1, and Luke 
9 : 27, &c., apply to a second coming of Christ, or his coming 
in his kingdom^ and this second coming is a PAST EVENT. 

You deny> that Matt. 16 : 27, and 24 : 30—34 relate to the 
same event as the last paragraph of Matt. 25. That you are 
wrong in this, and that all these passages do refer to the same 
coming of Christ, is evident from two considerations. 

1. The 24th and 25th chapters of Matt, consist of one con- 
tinued discourse of our Lord on one sulijeet. The division into 
chapters and verses, &c., is the work of uninspired men. 

2. The striking similariiy of the language used in Matt. 24 : 

30, and Mark 8 : 38, and Luke 9 : 26, 27, to that of Matt. 25 : 

31, shows that the same, second coming of Christ is referred to 
in all these texts. In both places it is declared that '< the Son 
of man shall come,^ In both places, it is said he shall come 
" in his glory,*^ and, in both places, it is declared that his " oti- 
gds " should attend him. 

You aver, that Matt. 16 : 27, does not relate to the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, because, as you say, " Christ in no sense 
came then with his holy angeU.^^ In answer to this, I defy you 
to prove that Christ did not come persoTuiUy, attended with the 
spiritual angels of heaven, at the destruction of Jerusalem. See 
Matt. 24 : 30. 

2. You admit that his coming toith his angels, in Matt. 24 : 
30, is a past everU. 

3, Dr. Clarke says, " The word AoZy," (before angels,) " is 
omitted by many excellent manuscripts, versions and fathers. 
MUl and Bengd approve of the omission, and Chriesbach has 
left it out of the text.'' 
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You deny, that the same coming of the Son of man id refers 
red to in the 28th as in the 27th verse of Matt. 16th chap. 
Yon make Christ speak of his third coming yet futore, in verse 
27, and then in verse 28 of his sectmd coming or his " coming 
in his kingdom," which you acknowledge was then near at hand, 
and is now a past event. You ought to have a medal for this new 
invention ! I have heard that Universalists were &mous for twist' 
ing the scriptures, but really, I never saw any ttoisting and turn*' 
mg before, equal to this ! Br^ Clarke and every commentator of 
any note is decidedly against you, in thus making Christ jumble 
together in two connected verseS)"^ two different comings, which, 
according to you, were thousands of years apart. The truth is 
tJiis, in the 27th verse, Jesus declares his coming and the man- 
ner of it, and, in the 28th verse, he fixes the time of that saTM 
coming within the natural lifetime of some who then heard him. 
Do tell me, sir, what is the difference between " coming in his 
kingdom,*' in Matt. 16 : 28, and sitting '^ upon the throne of his 
glory," in Matt. 25 : 31 ? I believe, that when the « Son of 
man came in his kingdom" he did commence the work of ren- 
dering unto " enery man according to his works," because He 
then became the Judiciary and Executive authority of God's 
moral government. Under the old dispensation, God himself 
" judged in the earth," and " every transgression and disobedi- 
ence BECEivED a just rccompeuse of reward," ffeb. 2 : 2, but 
under the new dispensation, he " hath committed all judgment 
unto the Son." John 5 : 22. 

Now, sir, remembering, that you have admitted that the sec- 
ond coming of Christ, or his " coming in kis kingdom,*^ was near 
at hand when he predicted it, and is now a past or passing event, 
I do most emp/uxticaUy challenge you to show, that his coming 



*The subfltitation of a comma for a period was altegeiher undesigned by me. 
Indeed, I had not noticed the alteration till I read your letter. 
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mentioned in Matt. 25 : 31, is a third coming, or that it iB anotiber 
and a different coming from his ^'coming in his kingdom" mention- 
ed in Matt. 16 : 28, and 24 : 30, &c. In fine, I challenge you 
to prove that the coming of Christ in Matt, 25, is tww a future 
event. No matter whether Ghrist^s coming took place at the 
precise period of Jerusalem's destruction or not ; you have ao- 
knowledged that his coming in his kingdom is a past event, and 
it is for you to prove, irrespective of my views, that the applica- 
tion of your proof text is yet future. I now simply deny that 
Ohrist's second coming mentioned in Matt. 25 : 31 — 46 is yet 
future, I ask you to prove your application of this pussage to 
the immortal state ? Prove this, irrespective of the Universal- 
ist views, as it is your logical duty to do, or else acknowledge 
your defeat. 

My refutation of your syllogism, in my last, seems to have 
silenced you on that point, and our readers cannot have failed to 
discover, that throughout the whole controversy with Mr. 
Thomas, and thus far with me, whenever you feel yourself 
*< used up " on any point, you preserve a studied silence on that 
point. 

You are entirely wrong when you sa](, that the amount of my 
criticism on the words rendered everlasting, is, " That the terms 
in question are sometimes applied to things of limited duration ; 
therefore, they mean limited duration when applied to the pun- 
ishment of the wicked." No, sir, this is far from being the 
amount of my criticism. I have proved that the radical and 
proper meaning of oLam and a/um is " an indefinite duration of 
time," and you do not contradict it. I have denied that the 
mere force of these terms is sufficient to prove the '< endless du- 
ration of ANYTHiNa whatever," even of God himself; and you 
have not directly denied this. I have shown by high authority, 
that these terms signify eternity when applied to God, not from 
the proper farce of the words themselves, but because the sub- 
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jBot r^quii'es such a meamng in this case, and that the word is 
used to express wme than ite radical and proper meaning when 
applied to God, as you use the word " day " to signify more 
than its proper meaning in the phrases, " day of judgment, day 
of grace," &c. &c. In my last I asked you for a translation of 
the phrase, " the Lord shall reign ton cdona^ kai ep aaxnm^ kai 
etij'' and you treat this request with studied neglect, beca^se you 
cannot translate it without involving yourself in an absurdity. 
You have contended ths^t endless is the proper meaning of aiony 
and yet, when this word is applied to the reign of God, we 
find "and farther " added to aion, which according to you must 
read, the Lord shall reign to en^ess duration and farther ! I I 
also denied tiiat umdos in Greek is a stronger term than long- 
enduring in English, and you have not attempted to refute this 
statement. I appeal to our readers whether your course does 
not manifest that you are conscious of your inability to meet 
the real question at issue. 

You say, I know that the critics I quote are against me in re- 
lation to the use of the words in question. True, I know as 
theologians they were believers in endless misery, and their con- 
cessions as critics and scludars^ are the more valuable from this 
consideration. As scholars they have felt obliged by facts, to 
make concessions which sap the foundation of their doctrine of 
endless torment. In addition to the authorities, I have given in 
former letters, I mav add that Buxtorf, Schindler, and Ges- 
enius, than whom greater linguists never lived, define olami to 
mean a hidden time^ an age, time hidden fratn man, &c. Now, 
remember that Parkhurst says, olam seems to be much more fre- 
quently used for indefinite than for infinite time. Prof. Stuart 
gives an indefinite period of time, as the first meaning of aicn. 
Pickering defines aion to mean ** an age^ a long period of time, 
indefinite duration, time whether longer or shorter." Are these 

authorities against me ? 

5#- 
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You qmbble about the word ^^ forced " in the sentence I qaot« 
ed &om McKnight. He evidently means by '* forced interpre- 
tation " precisely the same as you do by an accommodated use 
of these terms, or not using them in their proper sense. 

If you will take back your statement that aiomos properly 
" expresses the eternity of God," or else acknowledge that it 
does not mean as much when applied to punishment as when ap- 
plied to God, I will excuse you from the dreaded task of hang- 
ing on that dilemma, but not otherwise. It is no misrepresent- 
ation " of your view " to say, you contended that aiomos does 
properly " express the eternity of God's existence," i. e., unbe- 
ginning and unending duration ; so that you were logically in 
the dilemma I mentioned. You allow that aiomos is frequently 
used to signify limited duration, and yet, when I use it in this 
sense, you accuse me of putting a ^^ false " construction on it. 

And now, after all you have said to the contrary, your only 
proof-text for endless misery still reads, when correctly transla- 
ted, " These shall go away into l/mg-eTiduring punishment, but 
ihe righteous into long-evduring life," and thus far, you have 
entirely failed to show that either the punishment or the life 
pertains to the immortal state. 

What a dreadful crime I have committed by denying that the 
word ** everlasting " is ever in the Scriptures applied to punish- 
ment beyond this world ! I expect, in your next, you will accuse 
me of " begging the question," if I deny the truth of the affirm- 
ative of the question we are discussing ! What a thing it is to 
be " logkaL /" 

You quote the phrase, " shall not be forgiven him, neither in 
this world, neither in the world to come," to prove punishment 
in the ftiture state. You know that a correct translation of this 
phrase is, " neither in this agcy (the Mosaic,) neither in the age 
to cmne^^ and by reference to Eph. 2:7, we learn that there 
were more ages than one, then future, Mark 3 : 29 properly 
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reads, ** fiaJth net forgweiuss to the (ige, but is in danger of long- 
evdurmg jydgmervt,^^ In assuming that these passages apply to 
the immortal state, you are guilty of attempting to beg an all- 
important question between us. 

You quote Jude 7, " Sodom and Gomorrah are set forth for 
an example, suffering the vengeance of eternal fire J^ In regard 
to this text, I agree with the orthodox Gilpin, »* The apostle can- 
not well mean future ptmishment here, because he mentions it 
as a deigmu — something that was to be a visiMe eocample to all. 
That word (derived from deikTiumai, to show or exhibit) proper- 
ly signifies to give a sample of something to he sold.^* How 
could punishment in the invisible world be a visihle example to 
people on the earth ? 

2. It is evident that Jude here refers to the destruction of 
these cities from the earth, by comparing this text with its par- 
allel in 2 Peter 2 : 6. " And turning the cities of Sodom and 
Gomorrah into ashes, condemned them with an overthrow, making 
them an ensample unto those that after should live ungodly." 

3. You seem to rely on the present tense of the participle 
" suffering," to prove that these cities were suffering at 
the time Jude wrote, whereas Jeremiah says that " Sodom was 
overthrown as in a moment, and no hands stayed on her." Ac- 
cording to your mode of explanation, you make Jude declare 
that Sodom and Gomorrah were " giving themselves over to for- 
nication and going after strange flesh " in the future state^ at the 
time he wrote ; because the participles ^^ giving ^^ and ^^ going ^^^ 
in the same verse, are also in the present tense, as well as " suf- 
fering." Bo you really believe, my dear sir, that these people 
were " giving " themselves over to fornication, and " going " af- 
ter strange flesh more than a thousand years after they had died 
and entered the spiritual world ? 

You also quote 2 Thess. 1 : 9 — " who shall be punished with 
everlasting destruction." That this punishment does not belong 
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to the immortal state is plain from the following considera- 
tions : 

1. Whatever is destroyed is not immortal. 

2. Who were to be thus punished? Ans. those who troubled 
the Thessalonian Christians, and that they were the Jeivs who 
** troubled " them, is proved by Acts 17 : 1- 8. 

3. When were they to be punished with this everlasting de- 
struction? Ans. "When the Lord Jesus should be revealed 
from heaven," and by reference to Luke 17 : 30 — " Even thus 
shall it be in the day when the Son of rnan is revealed" we 
learn that the Son of man was revealed at Jerusalem's destruc- 
tion. This is clear from the context of Luke 17 : 30* J£ 2 
Thess. 1 : 7 be parallel with 1 Thess. 4 : 15, then it only proves 
that the resurrection commenced nearly 1800 years ago* Your 
objection that Thessalonica was very distant from Jerusalem, is 
forceless, because the Jews from all the distant countries, accord- 
ing to Josephus, went up to Jerusalem at the time of its over- 
throw to attend their great feast ; and moreover, Jesus then 
commenced judging or reigning over all nations. 

You say, " God could not l^ave prevented the existence of the 
miserable, without preventiyig the existence of the happy, and 
thereby preventing more haj^piness than misery." 

That is, if I understand ^ou, suppose, for instance, God knew 
before creation, that you will be endlessly miserable, but he 
knew that you would be the father of two children who will go to 
heaven ; so finding himself in a difficulty, he concludes to create 
you unwillingly in itself considered, for the sake of getting into 
being the two. children to be happy ! ! You suppose God was 
under the absolute necessity of creating those who will be lost, 
or, of not creating those who will be saved ! ! You are welcome 
to all the converts you can make to such an absurd theory aa 
thiti. 
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Bbar Sie : — You commence your last by going back to No. 5* 
Was this because you have obtained a new idea since you wrote 
your reply to that, or was it because you knew not what else to 
do ? You affinn that " the book of Zechariah was not written till 
more than sixty years after tile taking of Jerusalem by the Bab- 
ylonians," and accuse me of resorting to a miserable subterfuge. 
I shall not go into a chronological controversy, for chronology is 
too doubtfol, but I will simply state tile ground on which I 
made the remark. When writing upon the text, I took up a 
chronological table appended to Johnson's dictionary, which lay 
upon my desk at the time, in which I read that Jerusalem was 
taken after a siege of eighteen months, 587 years before Christ." 
I then turned to ihe marginal date of the prophecy in my Bi- 
ble, and £3und that that was also 587 years before Christ ; upon 
whidi I made the remark that it was about the time that Jerusa- 
lem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar. But I am not disposed to 
dispute ; you may be right, and the authority which I consulted 
wrong. But does this alter the case ? I did not depend upon 
this, for I was not bound to prove that the text referred to the 
event to which you applied it. This I did by the text itself. 
The text says, " half of the city shall go forth into captivity, 
and the residue of the people shall not be cut off from the city." 
This cannot describe the final overthrow of Jerusalem, to which 
you apply it, because in that, aU were cut ofF from the city, and 
the city itself was destroyed. Now, though I stated this before, 
yet you have passed it in silence, while you have gone back to 
take up an unimportant remark concerning dates. 
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Let me then apply your own language to your ooorse. " I 
make this statement, not because the general issue between ns is 
materially affected by it, but to let our readers see how much re- 
liance ought to be placed on your statements, and to what a mis- 
erable subterfuge you will resort when you are driven into a cor- 
ner.'* If you think this language is too severe, you will feel at 
perfect liberty to alter it and soften it to suit yourself, as it is 
your own. 

You say, ** In your last you acknowledge that the second com« 
ing of Christ, or * Ms commg in his kingdom * is a past event." 
Fou know that by " Christ's coming in his kingdom," I did not 
mean his '* second coming," and that the Christian world, a few 
Universalists excepted, use the term "second coming of Christ," in 
the sense in which I used it, not to express the establishment of 
his church, not to denote his appearing yet to take place at the 
end of time. Why then should you say that I acknowledged 
the second coming of Christ is a past event ? I acknowledged 
no such thing. I positively denied it in the very letter in which 
you say I acknowledged it, and you must know it if you have 
read that letter. But you say I " acknowledged his coming in 
his kingdom to be a past event." True, but I explained what 
that coming in his kingdom was, which was neither his second 
advent nor the destruction of Jerusalem, but the establishment 
of his church or kingdom on earth with great power and grace, 
which was connected with his first coming. I admitted his com- 
ing in his kingdom to be past in no other sense. How then 
could you make such a statement consistently with plain truth 
and honest dealing ? How desperate must be the cause which 
needs a resort to such misrepresentations to defend itself against 
plain arguments ? 

I supposed I had said enough in my last to make an ordinary 
mind ashamed to pretend that Christ came in his kingdom in a 
gospel sense, at the destruction of Jerusalem ; but as you are 
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disposed to contend for this absurd notion, I will add a few re- 
marks. 

1. It is perfectly clear that the kingdom of God did come 
in some very important sense before the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem. Luke xi.. 20 : " But if I with the finger of God cast out 
devils, no doubt the kingdom of God has come upon you." 
Here then was a manifestation of the kingdom of God, but yet 
it was to be revealed with greater power and glory still. Luke 
xvii. 21 : "Behold the kingdom of God is within you." Psa. 
xiv. 17 : " The kingdom of God is righteousness, and peace, and 
joy in the Holy Ghost." The Holy Ghost was given with great 
power before the destruction of Jerusalem, and hence men en- 
joyed the kingdom of God. 1 Cor. iv. 20 : " For the kingdom 
of God is not in word, but in power." This was said before the 
destruction, and hence, the kingdom was set up before that 
event. Though the kingdom was set up at the first advent, yet 
I do not suppose that it is now perfected, or will be until the 
second advent, when it will come' in all the fullness of its power 
and glory. 

2. The Saviour's own declaration proves the point. John 
xviii. 36 : " My kingdom is not of this world, then would not 
my servants fight," &c. If he came in his kingdom at the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, then his servants did fight, and, accord- 
ing to the principles of his own reasoning, his kingdom was of 
this world. War, the sword, and fire, are the means of estab- 
lishing his kingdom, if he came in his kingdom with power in 
the persons and presence of the Eoman army. 

3. To understand Christ as coming in his kingdom at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and to make this the second advent, is 
to destroy the good sense of many scriptures which relate to 
this subject. Let me first lay before our readers the direct texts 
on which you rely. Matt. xvi. 28 : " There be some standing 
here which shall not taste of death till they see the Son of Man 
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ooming in his kingdom.'' Take the parallel texts. Mark ix. 1 : 
" There be some of them that stand here which shall not taste of 
death till they have seen the kingdom of God come with power." 
Luke ix. 27 : '* There be some standing here whioh shall not 
taste of death till they see the kingdom ^f Qt)d." John I be- 
lieve omits this important declaration of Christ. There can be 
no doubt but the three passages are taken from one and the 
same statement of Christ, and hence, must mean the same thing. 
You say. they refer to the destruction of Jerusalem, and that in 
the same event was fulfilled all those other texts which speak of 
Christ's second coming ; and I deny both iJiese points. The ex- 
pression, " see the Son of Man coming in his kingdom,'' " have 
seen the kingdom of God come with power," and "see the king- 
dom of God," all must refer to the same event, mean the same 
thing. Suppose then, as you contend, that the destruction of 
Jerusalem is the event predicted ,and the sense is, " There be 
some standing here which shall not taste of death till they have 
seen the destruction of Jerusalem. This you cannot deny, consis- 
tently with your exposition, for this is what you say the text means. 
Now as you make this exposition the key by which you explain 
all those texts which speak of the coming of the kingdom of 
God and the second coming of Christ, you must allow that the 
same paraphrase will give the true meaning of all these texts. 
Let us then try a few of them. We are taught to pray, " thy 
kingdom come," which, if that kingdom came at the destruction 
of Jerusalem as you contend, must mean, " come the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem," or " hasten the destruction of Jerusalem." 
Luke X, 9, " Say unto them the kingdom of God is come nigh 
unto you." That is, " the destruction of Jerusalem is come 
nigh unto you." Verse 11, "Notwithstanding, be ye sure of 
this, that the kingdom of God is come nigh unto you :" and xi. 
20, " But if I with the finger of God cast out devils, no doubt 
the kingdom of God is come upon you." That is, if Christ east 
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<)iit devils by the power of G<m1, it foUows as a neoeBsarj oon- 
elusion, that the destraotioD of JerasalaQ by the Romans had 
come upon them. What a logician was Jesus Christ ? What 
a striet oomieotion there mnst have been betwe^ his easting oat 
devils, and the destnietimi of the Jews by the Bomans? Luke 
XYii. 20, 21, " And when he was demanded of liie Pharisees, 
when the kingdom of God shonld come, he answered them, ** tiie 
kingdom of God eometh not with observation : Ndther shall 
they say, Lo here ! or 1q there ! for behold the kingdcmi of God 
is within yon.'' K by the coming of the kingdcnn of God we 
«re to understand the destrucdon of Jerusalem, as you contend, 
the meaning <^ this text must be this ; ^' the Pharisees demands 
ed of him when the destruction of Jerusalem should oome, and 
he said the destruction of Jerusalem oometh not with observa- 
tion, for behold the destruction of Jerusalem is within you." 

Take a few texts which I apply to the second advait and see 
if they can be made to express the destruction of Jerusalem in 
plain English. Matt. xxv. 31, ** When thd Son of man shall 
oome in his glory and all the holy angels with him, then shall he 
sit upon the throne of his glory, and before him shall be gather- 
ed all nations." Meaning — " When Titus shall ccmie with the 
BomiA army, then shall Jerusalem be destroyed." Is there not 
a great falling off from the dignity of the subject ? 1 Thess. iv. 
15, ** The Lord himself shall descend firom heaven with a shout, 
with a voice of the archangel, and with the trump of GxmI, and 
the dead in Christ shall rise first" Fulfillmen1>— « The Bo- 
man army came to Jerusalem, and took it, and killed a part of 
the Jews and sold the rest into captivity." 2 Thess. i. 7, 
" When the Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven in flam- 
ing fire, taking vengeance on them that know not God, who shall 
be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the 
Lord and from the glory of his power." Fulfillment—" Jeru- 
•alem was destroyed by the Romans." Acts i. 11, *< This same 

6 
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Jesus which was taken up firom jou into heaven, shall so come 
in like manner as je have seen him go to heaven**' Fulfillment 
— ** About thirty-sev^ years afterwards the Eomans came and 
destroyed Jerusalem." John xiv. 8, <* And if I go and pre- 
pare a place for you, I will come again and receive you, I will 
oome again and receive you unto myself." Exposition — ^ Judge 
nothing before Jerusalan is destroyed." Chap. xi. 26, "For 
as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup ye do show the 
Lord's death till he come " — ^that is, " Until Jerusalem shall be 
destroyed." — Jude 14, 15, " And Enoch also the seventh firom 
prophesied of these, saying, behold the Lord cometh with ten 
thousand of his saints, to execute judgment upon all." Exposi- 
tion — ^Enoch, the seventh from Adam, prophesied that the Eo- 
mans would destroy Jerusalem. Bev. i. 7, ^* Behold he cometh 
with clouds, and every eye shall see him, and they also which 
pierced him : and all kindreds of the earth shall wail because 
of him. Exposition — Jerusalem shall be destroyed by the Bo- 
mans. 

I trust I have now said enough on this point, and enough or 
not, my letter is about fall. Can any one suppose for a mo- 
ment that the above expositions are correct ? and yet upon the 
correctness of these applications your whole defence depends. 
Your main effort is to make it appear that all the scriptures 
which speak of the second coming of Christ, of judgm^it and 
punishment, were fulfilled in the destruction of Jerusalem ; if 
you fail in this point, you fail in the whole. I have therefore 
devoted this letter mainly to this point. This course of yours 
has prevented me from introducing many direct arguments which 
I should be glad to introduce ; but I do not much regret it, as it 
has given me an opportunity of exposing the utter &llacy of 
your whole system which makes the destruction of Jerusalem 
the focus point of prophetic light. If you shall desire to re- 
ceive more direct argument from my pen, I shall be happy to 
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accommodate you by continuing the discussion beyond the num- 
ber of letters agreed upon. If you still wish to contend about 
the second coming of Christ, I trust I shall be able to help you 
to a few more thoughts on this subject. Before I dose on this 
point I wish to ask you a plain question, to which I hope you 
will give a plain answer. Do you believe in a second advent 
more than what took place at the destruction of Jerusalem, and 
if so, what particular texts do you considw^ refer to such sec- 
ond coming of Christ yet future? 

I will close by saying that I am glad you felt the force of my 
reply to your argument founded upon the knowledge of God. 
My reply feirly met your argument, and yet you have not at- 
tempted to refute my positions, but simply bid me welcome to 
all the advantage to be derived ^m them. This I regard as a 
yielding of the point. Will you give me a few more such hard 
arguments to dispose of? With this one exception, you have 
acted wholly upon the defensive. 
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Dear Sir : — ^I have had your reply to my last under candid 
consideration, and my deliberate judgment is, that as a whole, it 
is wide of being pertinent to the question of " ervSless punish- 
ment — the mdy question we have agreed to discuss. I would 
ask our seaders, what does Mr. Lee's last letter contain, tliat 
bears even the semblance of an argument in fevor of the enSleu 
duration of punishment ? 
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Though, there may not be historical exactness in the prophet- 
ic declarations of Zech. 14. 2, I feel confid^t of its reference 
to the destruction of Jeanosalem by the Romans, The declara- 
ti(»is contained in verses, 5. 6, 7, 8, of that chapter, cannot 
well be applied to any other event. But, even admitting, that 
it applies to the sacking of that city, by the Babylonians, still* 
the passage is every way to my purpose, because, if the gather- 
ering at the destruction of Jerusalem by the Assyrians was suf- 
ficient to justify the prophet in saying, " I will gather all na- 
tions against Jerusalem," surely the gathering of the Boman le- 
gions composed of soldiers of all nations, would justify Christ 
in udng a similar expression. But I admit that all i^ationb, 
without ^cepticm, were at that time, placed under the authority 
of the Son of man. He became the judiciary and executive of 
Ood's moral government. This is what is signified by all patioos 
being gathered before him. 

You make no progress at all in the argument. In your first 
letter, you introduced one text in favor of endless punishment. 
You assumed its application to the immortal state without an 
attempt at proof. I denied your application ; and since then, 
you have been endeavoring to put the laboring oar into my 
hands and reserve to yourself the privilege of taking your posi- 
tion on the negative, and finding fault with what you suppose to 
be the Universalist application of certain texts. I am glad 
that I have got you completely silenced on the word everlasting. 
I &el very well satisfied with the manner in which that part of 
our friendly controversy appears before our readers. I believe 
you must feel conscious of being defeated as r^ards the mean- 
ing of these terms. 

In your letter No. 8, you introduced a number of texts in 
proof of your main position. To these I gave brief replies, in 
my last, yet so effectual, that you are silenced. You make no 
ftttempt at a rejoinder. 
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All yomr long argoment on the second coming of Christ is 
founded on a total misrepresentation and perversion of our 
views. No Universalist ever pretended tiiat the kingdom of 
God means the deslaruction of Jerusalemi You ought to know 
better than this. We have always contended that the kingdom 
of GtMl means the gospel or mediatorial kingdom, i. e. Christ's 
reigUb This kingdom was in its incipient stage of establishment 
when Christ was on earth, and became i^ly established about 
the time that the Jewish polity ceased, and will continue to 
come or to progress until Christ delivers it up to the Father, 
that *< dod may be all in all." Cor 15, 28. I have never pre- 
tended that the coming of Christ means simply the coming of 
Titus with the Eoman legionSi On the contrary, I have chal- 
lenged you to show that Christ did not make a personal appear- 
ance about the time of Jerusalem's destruction^ 

In order to make you do your duty, I now make no applica- 
tion of Matt. 25 : 31-^6. I cmly deny your application of 
the passage to tiie end of the mediatorial reign. I shall main- 
tain that this passage began to be fulfilled at the estaHHsh- 
ment or setting up of Christ's kmgdom, without fixing the .pre- 
cise time of this event-. Now> Sir, take the laboring oar in your 
hand, and prove the application of this text to the immortal 
state, without reference to Jerusalem's destruction, or else ac- 
knowledge your defeat. 

You deny having admitted that Christ's second coming is a 
past event. You say that by Christ's coming in his kingdom 
you do not mean his second coming. But, Sir, will you remem- 
ber that his^r^ coming was his appearance in the flesh ; whidi 
was then past, when he spake. This coming in his kingdom 
was then near at hand, and second to his first coming. If Christ 
is to come again, then that must be his third coming. You can- 
not deny that Christ's ^* coming in his kingdom," was second to 
his first coming, and you have admitted, that this coming is 

6* 
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past Will yon show litat Matt, 25, refers to a different ocmi- 
ing from " his coming in his kingdom ?" 

Toward the dose ef your letter you ask me what you call a 
plain question. I am happy to answer you, and I may as wdil 
do it here as anywhere. You ask me <* Bo you [I] believe in a 
second advent more than what took plaoe at tiie destruction Of 
Jerusalem, and if so, what particular texts do you consider to 
refer to such second c(»ning yet foture ?" 

I reply, I do not believe the Scriptures reveal a third coming 
of the Son of man, nor any other coming than the coming in his 
kingdom, i. e. the establishment and progress of his kingdom. 
I believe his second coming or appearing in his kingdom, is a 
progressive work — that it co^imenced during the generation in 
which Jesus lived, and will continue, until he gives up tibie 
reconciled kingdoiQ.-to-€bd even the Fatiber. Before he i^U 
have entirdy finished his second appearing, ** every eye " in the 
moral world shall see him, and although, men may at first, wail 
because of him, yet, every one shall so see his spirit, his charac- 
tear and truth, as to bring ** every knee " to bow to him, in vol- 
untary worship and every toi^e to admowledge him Lord to 
the glory of Gk)d the Father, and swear that in him they have 
righteousness and strength. Then, his sectmd coming or appear- 
ing shall have been finished, because his kingdom of truth ri^t- 
eousness and salvation will have become universal. Sin, misery 
and death will have been destroyed. The Saviour will have 
finished his mediatorial work, and consequently, there will be 
no reason why he should come any more, ^ther in judgment to 
destroy the enemies of his reign, or in mercy to fiorgive and 
save ; *< the last enemy death will have been destroyed, and 
robbed of all his victory." When the {appearing of Christ 
shall have been finished, there will be no more sin, nor deaths 
nor punishment, nor misery. All will then be holy, and conse- 
quently happy. The judgment described in Matt. 25, was to 
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take plaoe when "the Son of man should ocmie in his kingdom " 
and before << that generation ehoDdd pass away ;" but, as 1^ ap- 
pearing of the Son of man is not jet finished, so the ponishment 
is not yet finished. Your mistake consists in supposing that 
there will be sin and punishment after Christ ^yes up his medi- 
atorial re^n. He commenced the work of judging, rewarding, 
punishing, and saving the world at the establishm^it, or setting 
up of his kingdom in the earth, and this work he will continue 
until it is completed. Every advance of Christ's kingdom in 
the world, is a part of his second coming, or his appearing in 
his kingdom ; and in my judgment, every text in the New Tes- 
tament, which speaks of Christ's coming as then future, relates 
to his second coming, or <« his coming in his kingdom." In the 
li^t of the above explanation of my views on this subject, you 
cannot &il to discover that all you have said relative to Jerusa- 
l^n's destruction is wide of the mark. 

You seem determined to persist in your course of merely stat- 
ing supposed difficulties with regard to UniversaUst views of 
Jerusalem's overthrow. I protest against this course as illogi- 
cal and unfair. Why do you not attend to your own business 
— ^rove your own doctrine — ^make out your own case, as you 
are logically bound to do ? Why do you keep up a continual 
harping about Jerusal^n*s destruction ? If you could prove ev- 
er so clearly (which by the way you cannot) that Christ did not 
come about the time of Jerusalem's overthrow, it would avail 
nothii^ at all to your cause, for you have a(toowledged that 
the coming of the Son of man in his kingdom commenced long 
ago, and all you proof texts are connected with this coming. 
Or, he may have come since that time. Why do you not take 
a straight forward course of argument in proving your appUcation 
of Matt. 25 to the immortal state. Your merely finding fault 
with our application of certain passages, does not establish your 
own. By the iif ay, I would remark, that your ignorance, either 
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pretended or real^ of the views of UniversalistB relative to the com' 
ing of the Son of man in his kingdom and the nature of the king" 
dom of Grod) is a matter of profound astonishment to your cor- 
respondent* All your remarks relative to our views of this sub- 
ject, are founded on a total misapprehension of our sentiments. 

I am entirely willing to protract our correspondence, as you 
request, provided you will argue on the question, and make some 
advance in adducing direct evidence ; but if you wish to pro- 
long the controversy merely to afford you the opportunity of 
writing essays on your perverted imderstanding of Universalist 
views of the coming of the kingdom of God, as you have done 
thus far, and especially in your last, I protest against suoh a 
proceeding. I will continue tile controversy if you argue on 
the question with direct arguments, but not otherwise* 

I did bid you welcome, to all the advantages to be derived 
from your doctrine that ^' God was under the ahzoLvte necessity 
of creating those who will be lost, in order to get into being 
those who will be saved ! Instead of believing with John, that 
God created all things for his own pleasure, you suppose He 
found himself in a difficulty, and was dbsoLiUdy compeUed to the 
dreaded alternative of creating unwillingly, in itself considered, 
millions who will be endlessly wretched, in order to get into ex- 
istence others to be saved ! I dare not thus limit the Almighty 
and render him an object of pity for being necessitated to create 
the subjects of eternal torment, unwillingly* In thus suppos- 
ing, you render God entirely dependent upon man, and destroy 
the divine sovereignty. Your G^ would have prevented the 
.existence of those who will be endlessly miserable if he could, 
but, alas he could not do as he desired, and therefore, he did as 
well as he could ! Such is the unenviable, absurd position you 
are obliged to assume in order to reply to my argument founded 
on the knowledge and goodness of God. This is what you call 
fiurly meeting my argument. I say again, you are entirely 
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welcome to all the advantage you can derive from thus " limit- 
ing the Holy one of Israel.*' 

Yon ask me for more such hard arguments. I should feel 
disposed to give you some in this letter, were it not for one con- 
sideration. I perodve in you a disposition to shun the respon- 
sibility of taking your position on the affirmative of our ques- 
tion as you are logically bound to do. You appear to feel c(m- 
scions of the weakness of your cause, and therefore, you are desi- 
rous of having me take the lead in the argument, diat you may 
take your position on the negative. 



MR. LEE TO MR. BALLOU. 



Dbar Sib : — ^Your paper containing your last letter did not 
reach me, but I have obtained a copy of the letter throng the 
medium of the Trumpet, and proceed to reply to it. You say, 

" I would ask our readers, what does Mr. Lee's last letter 
ocmtain, tliat bears s^nblance of an argument in &vor of the 
endless duration of punishment ?" 

My first positions are *^ the semblance of an argum^t," and 
my last letter was a &ir and Bill re^tation of your r^ly to 
those positions. If then you say the truth when you deny that 
my last letter had the semblance of an argument in favor of 
endless punishment, yours of which it was a reftitation could 
not have had the semblance of argument against endless punish- 
ment in reply to my argum^t first put forth. My first positions 
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were direct on the point, and if yours was a reply to those posi- 
tions, my last being a refutation of such reply, must also be in 
point ; therefore if, as you say, my last contained no argument 
on the question, it follows that your last was wide of the mark, 
and my fault, of which you complain, is that of following you 
where, according to the rules of discussion, you had no ri^t to 
go. You may take which horn of the dilemma you please ; ad- 
mit my last was in point, or admit that your last, to which it 
was a ftdl reply, was wide of the point. 

But let us look at the facts in the case. I commenced my 
argument by introducing the word everlasting, " these shall go 
away into everlasting punishment^' as proof of endless punish- 
ment. To this you replied that the " everlasting punishment,*' 
spoken of in the text did not refer to a ^ture state, that it had 
exclusive reference to the punishment which came upon the 
Jews in the destruction of Jerusalem. This every one must 
see, if true, was a ftdl reftitation of my argument ; but I pro- 
ceeded and proved, especially in my last, that the text does not 
refer to the destruction of Jerusalem, when lo ! you discover 
that that has not " the semblance of argument." What wonder- 
ftd logic ! If this question has nothing to do with endless pun- 
ishment, why did you introduce it ? And why have you insist- 
ed upon it so long ? And having harped upon it until in my 
last I showed your positions perfectly absurd and subversive of 
common sense as well as of scriptures, when, wonderful to re- 
late ! you just find out that it has nothing to do with the ques- 
tion in debate. 

Another sophism of which you are notoriously guilty is found 
in these words : " The gathering of the Eoman legions, com- 
posed of soldiers of all nations would justify Christ in using a 
similar expresion;" that is, in saying with reference to the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, " When the Son of man shall come in 
4ft ^ory, all nations shall be gathered before him." If then a 
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few legions of soldiers selected from among different nations — 
not all nations literally, but only all nations hyperbolically — 
can justify the expression *< all nations shall be gathered before 
him," where is your proof that all will be saved ? With this 
latitude of construction it will appear that all nations, all the 
&nilies of the earth, all men, the whole creation, &c., &c., 
which Universalists perpetually quote in proof of the salvation 
of all men, may mean no more than some of all nations, fam- 
ilies, &c. Indeed, if there were a text which expressly declared 
that all nations shall finally be made holy and happy, it would 
not prove universal holiness and happiness, if, in scripture lan- 
guage, all nations means no more than some of all nations. It 
would prove no more than that a part of the human family will 
be saved, a part bearing a proportion to the whole family of 
man, equal to the proportion which the Koman army bore to all 
the nations from which they were selected. Now, sir, I believe 
in a more extensive salvation than this. How true it is that er- 
ror destroys itself; in attempting to raise a defence on one 
point it tears up the very foundations in another position. 

But here is another fatal error in this view you take of the 
gathering of all nations before Christ. You make the Koman 
army to constitute the " all nations" spoken of by Christ. This 
cannot be, for the *^ all nations '' to be gathered at the coming of 
Christ are to be separated, judged, rewarded and punished, 
which was not true of the Eoman army ; they were only the in- 
struments of punishing the Jews on that occasion ; it is a part 
of the gathered nations that are sent away into everlasting pun- 
ishment at that time who were not gathered. 
. You have still another expression which is not only absurd in 
itself but entirely subversive of your previous positions. You 
say, 

•* I admit that all nations without exception were at that 
time, placed under the authority of the Son of man. He be- 
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came the judiciary and execative of God's moral govemment. 
This is what is meant by all nations being gathered before 
him/' 

On this I beg leave to remark, 

1. It is subversive of what you have contended for above. 
If, as you say, " this is what is meant by all nations being gath^- 
ered before him," — all nations cannot mean the Roman army, 
as you have contended during the whole discussion, unless you 
limit G-od's moral government to the Eoman army. What 
think you did the moral government of God extend beyond the 
rank and file, trench and redoubt of the camp of Titus ? Yoa 
have unequivocally contended that by the gathering of all na- 
tions was meant the besieging of Jerusalem by the Roman ar- 
my, and quoted the prophet Zechariah to prove it; but now 
you say that it means the placing of all nations under the au- 
thority of Christ as " the Judiciary and executive of God's 
moral government." Thus I have driven you to abandon your 
entire position on this point, for the text cannot mean both, un- 
less God's judiciary and executive administration is confined to 
the Roman army. 

2. Your new position on this subject is no less false than 
the one you have just abandoned for its sake. It is not true 
that " all nations were at that time, put under the authority of 
the Son of man," as you assert. Jerusalem was destroyed 
about 37 years after Christ ascended to heaven, where Stephen 
saw him sitting at the right hand of God, hence he had acted as 
the executive of God's moral government for so many years 
previous to the time when you say all nations were put under his 
authority. Let us see if this is not sustained by scripture. Be- 
fore Christ ascended to heaven, he said to his apostles, ** All 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye there' 
fore, and teacl^ all nations.'* It is clear from this that all na- 
tioDB were placed ujider under his authority at the time or kn- 
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mediately after his resorection from the dead. It most likely 
took place when he first asoended to heaven after his resarreo" 
tion, and before his final ascension, noticed in Acts i. 9. When 
Jesus was first risen from the dead he said, John zx. 17. 
** Touch me not for I am not yet ascended to my Father ;" and 
again he said, Luke xxiy. 89, ** Handle me and see, for a spirit 
hath not flesh and bones." From this it is plain that Jesus did 
ascend to heaven to his Father between these two revelations of 
himself to his disciples, and at Ihis ascension the transfer to him 
of all power in heaven and in earth took place. This accords 
with Bph. iv. 8. " When he aso^ded upon high, he led cap- 
tivity captive, and gave ^ftis unto men." The same point is 
proved by the words of Christ to John. Rev. i. 18, "I am he 
that liveth and was dead ; and behold, I am alive forevermore, 
and have the keys of hell and of deaths This expression, " have 
the keys of hell and of death," denotes his authority, as the 
" executive of God*s moral government.'* But the former text 
is sufficient, in which Christ declared nearly forty years before 
the destruction of Jerusalem, that all power in heaven and in 
earth was given unto him. In view of these facts, how can you 
maintain that " all nations were put under the authority of 
Christ aJt that time,^ that is, at Ihe time of the destruction of 
Jerusalem, must constitute one of the greatest wonders of Uni- 
versalism. When you say Ihat all nations were put under his 
authority " (xt that twve^^ you virtually affirm that they were 
not under his authority before that time, in which you contra* 
diet the words of Christ in that he declared that dU power in 
heav^i and in earth was given unto him. And this authority 
he had already exercised by commissioning his ministers to go 
and teach all nations. 

My last had the effect I intended it should, that is to make you 
ashamed of your making the destruction of Jerusalem the judg* 
ment of the laat day. You have conteiided during the whole 

7 
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diflonsedon that Matt 25; 31-46 ig a description of the destraotion 
e£ Jerusalein, and wag fulfilled by that erent; bat now yea 
abandon it entire. You say in your last, ^* I now make no ajK 
plication of it«" All yoor labor then is gone. Thns, 

** ResUeM mortals toil for iMught.*' 

But yon call on me to proTe my application of the text* 
This sir I have already doney and may be fbnnd in Nos. 3, 5, 
and 7, but particularly in No. 7« The arguments not only 
prove that the event predicted did not take place at the destraotion 
of Jerusalem, but also that it has not taken place since and can* 
not until the end of time. All these texts which connect judg« 
ment with the resurrection, which speak of the ju^ment of the 
dead and connect |udgEoent with the passing away of the heav* 
ens and the burning up of the earth, all prove the point. I 
will ref«r you to only one consideration urged in No, 3. The 
everlasting punishment spoken of in Matt, xzv. 46, is such as 
** was prepared for the devil and his angels." This proves it to 
refer to a future state. Now if the orthodox notion of devils 
be correct, this argum^it must be perfectly conclu^ve, and if 
you object to this, I will defend it in six letters mcHre, in which 
I will confine myself to the existence of orthodox devils, if you 
will continue the discussion. Unless you will meet this point I 
shall have proved that Matt, xxv* 31--46 refers to a future 
state. But, sir, need I any further proof? I undertook to 
prove endless punishment, for which I quoted *< these shall go 
away into everlasting punishment" You replied that the text 
did not refer to a fiiture state but to the destruction of Jerosa* 
lem. This we have been disputii^ ever since, but now you 
liave backed out of your exposition and that too without giving 
any other exposition. This leaves me master of the field with 
my argument as first stated in fiill force. 

Jsk answer to some questions I asked concerning your vievis 
ef (jbM§ seoQud oon^f^ to ju4ge the world you sfiy : — 
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a progressive work-^-that it oommenoed during the generation im 
which Jesos li^ed, and will continue until he gi^es up the reooii- 
«iled kingdom to CKkL When the coming of Christ in his king- 
dcHn shall haye bem finidied, th^re will be no more sin, nor 
death, nor pumdiment, nor miseiy.'* 

In No. 6, jou quoted Matt. xziy. S4, ^ Verily I say unte 
joo, That this generation shall not pass, till mU these thmgs he 
fulfiUed,^* This text, you then insisted, proved that the coming 
of Christ, the gathering of all nations, the judgment, and re- 
warding and punishment spoken of in Matt. zz^. 81 — 46, took 
place during liie natural li& of some thai present, but now, ac- 
cording to the new H^ into which ynu appear 4» haye beoi 
drivmi by My argumotts, all these things will not be ftilfilled 
tmtil after the final resnrrecdon. Now you make the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem the commencement of ^* all things," but then 
JOU made it the ^ilfillment of <* all these things." The scene 
and work which you then contended would M be fiilfiUed while 
fiome of that gei^r»tk» ^onld be ali^^e, y4)u now contend win 
last until immortality shall break in upon the world. Do you 
not think our readers will see this plain contradiction 7 The 
view you now take of the coming of Christ sweeps all you have 
heretofore contended for on this point, and kaves the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem nothing more to do with it than the bmming 
of Moscow or the late dreadftd earthquake in Hayti ; indeed 
jour new view makes every event, great and small, that has or 
will transpire under the government of Ood, firc»n the ascenaon 
iOf Christ to the end of time, a part of Christ's second coming. 
How does this compei» with those scriptures which represent 
him asa man gone on a journey, to come at a set time ; which rep- 
resent him as coming as a thief in the night, at an hour when 
we think not, suddenly as the li^tning from the heavens as be- 
ing revealed 'from heaven ni flaming fife, as deennding with: ja 
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shout, with the voice of the archangel and the trump of God, 
as descending in like manner as the apostles saw him go up to 
heaven ? These are all scriptural representations of his coming 
to judge the world. But again, how does your new view com- 
pare with those texts which represent former generations as 
mingling in the judgment with those of Christ's time? And 
what does that text mean which says '' Judge nothing before 
the time, until the Lord come," (1 Cor. iv. 5,) if the coming of 
the Lord is all the time taking place ? 

You complain because I do not advance in the argument. I 
have advanced so as to drive you from all your positions. But 
had I left the points which I have so thoroughly discussed, you 
would have said I abandoned them, and complained because I 
would not thorou^y discuss them. But I am satisfied, for if 
my efforts have done no other good they have exploded the the- 
ory with which you commenced making the judgment take place 
at the destruction of Jerusalem. This has long been the hobby 
of Universalists, and I have designed to use it up and drive you 
from it, and I have succeeded. This is my last, and I have 
done unless you will a^e to continue the discussion. 



MR. BALLOU TO MR. LEE. 

Dear Sib : — So conscious are you of being off from the ques- 
tion we agreed to discuss, that you even refuse to publish it in 
your paper containing our last letters. You feel ashamed to let 
your readers know what the question is, you are pretending to 
argue. The truth is, the discussion of all the points in the ar. 
goment between us, was properly finished in letter 8, a ndsince 
ij^m% you have made no advance in the argument, but have 
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merely straggled in the strong cords of truth with which you are 
bound. 

In your first letter, you cited in proof of " endless punish- 
ment," Matt. 25 : 46, " These shall go away into everlasting 
punishment." You assumed, without an attempt at proof, the 
application of this passage to the immortal state, or to the close 
of Christ's reign, and also contended that the word " everlast- 
ing " here ^gnifies endless duration. I denied your application 
of the text to the immortal state on the authority of Christ's 
words in Matt. 16 : 27, 28, and 34 : 34. I said nothing of Je- 
rusalem's destruction. You first commenced on that topic. 

2. I denied that the words rendered everlasting and eternal, 
signify endless duration when applied to punishment. You al- 
leged that endless was the proper grammatical meaning of these 
worcU, aad when I denied this, your only aiiswer was, they sig- 
nify eternal when applied to God, and, as no word ever is or can 
be used to express more than its proper meaning, therefore, eter- 
nal is the proper meaning of these words, and that they must be 
understood in their proper sense when applied to punishment, 
unless I could show that they were used in a forced or accom- 
modated sense when thus applied. I met this argument by 
showing, by the highest authority, that the radical and proper 
meaning of oLam and aixm (words translated everlasting and eter- 
nal) is an indefinite duration of time, — ^that the mere force of 
these terms is insufficient to prove the endless duration of any- 
thing whatever, even of God himself — that these words signify 
eternity when applied to God, not from the proper force of the 
words themselves, but because the subject, in this case, requires 
such a meaning, — and, that these words are used to signify wme 
than their radical and primitive meaning when applied to God, 
just as you use the word " day " to signify more than its com- 
mon meaning, in the phrases, " day of judgment, day of grace, 
day of probation, &c." This fairly met your argument, and 

7* 
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how well or ill, eaob of us sostained our positions on this point, 
is left for our readers to judge. Without claiming any credit 
to myself, I think I never witnessed a more signal failure than 
jou have made on this part of the argument. You even refused 
to tell me how you would translate the Greek phrases, " andfar^ 
ther" and " beyond it,*^ added to aion when that term is applied 
to the reign of God ! I also involved you in a dilemma as fol- 
lows : you contended that the word aundos properly expressed 
the whole existence of God^ and that it is used in its proper 
sense when applied to punishment ; hence, as Gtod is unbegin- 
rdng and unending, therefore, punishment must be unbeginning 
and unending. 

In conclusion, I will add, it is evident from another conside- 
ration, that the long-enduring punishment of Matt. 25 : 46 will 
not be endless, viz., the &ct that the Greek word kolasis, here 
translated punishment, signifies properly correction or chastise- 
ment. This word was originally used as peculiarly applicable 
to the pruning of fruit trees, which, as all know, is designed for 
the improvement of the tree. Grotius and Wittenbach both 
affirm that the Greeks and the ancient philosophers meant by 
kolasis, " th(zt punishment which tends to the improvement of the 
crimirud,^^ 

In all your six letters you have relied solely on this one text in 
proof of endless suffering. You did, indeed, in letter 7, cite 
the sin against the Holy Spirit, the case of Sodom and Gt)mor- 
rah, and 2 Thess. 1:9. To these I made brief replies, and you 
entirely abandoned the texts — said not a word more about them 
— and hastened back to your favorite " hobby," Jerusalem's de- 
struction. 

3. As I denied your application of Matt. 25 : 46 to the im- 
mortal state, it became your logical duty to prove your applica- 
tion by direct testimony or argument. I ask our readers to look 
over our letters, and see if you have one direct argument to this 
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point. I have called jour attention again and again to this de- 
fect in jour reasoning, but I have been answered onlj bj jour 
repeated supposed objections to what jou supposed to be the 
Universalists' views of Jerusalem's overthrow. Ever j one must 
see that this was not proving jour own application. In this re- 
spect, jour course has been both illogical, unmanlj and unfair. 
I ask where is Mr. Lee's argument to prove that Matt. 25 : 46 
applies to ike immortal state ? Where have jou shown that the 
'< coming of the Son of man *' is jet future, and to take place at 
the close of his reign? Nowhere. Let this be remembered. 

You and I agree, that "these " were to " go awaj into ever- 
lasting punishment," [aumum koiasin'] when the " Son of man " 
should "come in his glorj, and sit upon the throne of his glorj," 
&c. You have admitted that " the coming of the Son of man in 
his kingdom '' is a past events and jou dare not denj, that this 
coming was " second " to his first coming ; and, when I ask jou 
to show the difference between " coming in his kingdom," in 
Matt. 16 : 28, and " sitting on the throne of his glorj," in 
Matt. 25 : 31, jou answer me onlj bj a studied silence. 

The state of the argument between us on this point, maj be 
exhibited as follows : 

MB. lee's poobf. 

" These shall go awaj into long-enduring punishment, when 
the Son of man shall come in his glorj, and sit upon the throne 
of his glorj." Matt. 25 : 31. 

2. Begged assumption that this coming of the Son of man is 
jet future. 

3. Objections against the Universalist view of the coming 
of Christ. 

MB. BALLOU'S GBOUNDS OF DENIAL THAT THE SEOOND OOMINQ OF 

GHBIST IS YET FUTUBE. 

1. " There be some of them that stand here who shall not 
taste of death until the j see the Son of man coming in his king- 
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dom." Matt. 16 : 28. Mr. Lee admits that this coming took 
place long ago, and he cannot show that the coming in Matt. 25 : 
31 is a different coming from his " coming in his kingdom,'* in 
Matt. 16 : 28. 

2. " And then shall appear the sign of the Son of man in 
heaven : and then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and 
they shall see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven 
with power and great glory ; . . . this generation shall not pass, 
till all these things be fidfUedy Matt. 24 : 30, 34. Mr. Lee 
admits that the coming of the Son of man, here mentioned, took 
place long ago ; this coming was " second " to his first one, and 
is the same coming mentioned in Matt. 25 : 31. 

3. James said, when he wrote his epistle, " The coming of 
the Lord drav>eth nigh .... the judge standeth before the 
door." James 5 : 8, 9. Also Matt. 10 : 23. Mark 8 : 38 
and 9 : 1. Luke 9 : 27 and 17 : 30. 

I will now proceed to notice some of the errors contained in 
your last letter. 

1. I have not " contended through this whole discussion," 
that " all nations '* meant the Roman army. You objected to 
my view of Christ's second coming, that " all nations were not 
gathered " at Jerusalem's destruction. I reply, 1 cited certain 
passages to show what this expression might mean, so as to ob- 
viate your objection. In this, I succeeded. I have carried the 
idea, from the beginning of our controversy, that Christ did 
commence judging all TuztioTis, at the beginning of his reign. 

You say, " It is not true that all nations were, al that time, 
put under the authority of the Son of man." I shall not dis- 
pute with you about the precise point of time, when the " Son 
of man came in his kingdom," and all nations were put under 
his authority. I believe, however, that his kingdom was not 
fully established until Jerusalem's destruction — until the com- 
plete end of the Jewish age, polity, rites, ceremonies, &c. Be 

I 
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that as it may, I have fully proved that the judgment mentioned 
in Matt. 25 : 31—46 took place in the commencement of Christ's 
reign, and not at the end of it,^ as you vainly assert. He came 
in his kingdom during that generation, before some who then 
lived " tasted death," and conmienced rewarding men " accord- 
ing to their works," and the deetruction of the Jews, was the 
retribution he rendered to them for their iniquities. Whether 
they were destroyed at the precise moment when Jesus became 
the executive of God's moral government, or whether the train 
of events here predicted was nearly forty years in being fiilfilled, 
— in either case, it happened at, or in the beginning of Christ's 
reign, and in connection with his " coming in his kingdom." 

I have never abandoned the idea, that the 24th and 25th 
chapters of Matthew entire, relate particularly to the " coming 
of the Son of man in his kingdom "—the destruction and disper- 
sion of the Jews — and that that people are still suflFering the re- 
sults of the sentence then pronounced upon them. When I said, 
*^ I now make no application of it," I did not mean to be under- 
stood to abandon my application, but only to make no applica- 
tion jfer the time being, in order to make you do your duty, and 
prove your aum application, without any reference to Jerusalem's 
overthrow, but this you dare not undertake. 

I still contend that the language, " this generation shall not 
pass, till aU these things be fidfiUed,** proves that the coming of 
Christ, — ^the gathering of all nations, and the " going away into 
long-enduring punishment took place during the natural life of 
some then present." But though they went into that punish- 
ment before that generation passed, yet, neither myself nor any 
other Universalist ever pretended that the " everlasting punish- 
ment " came to an end during that generation. In my last, I 
find I was not as precise in expressing my views of the second 
coming of Christ as I ought to have been. I will try again. I 
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belieye that the coming of Christ " in his kingdom " took place 
during the generation in which Jesus lived, but his a p peari ng in 
his kingdom has continued ever since, and will continue until he 
delivers up the kingdom to the Father. I have not admitted 
and do not believe, that any will be miserable a^r their resur- 
rection to immortality. Am I now sufficiently explicit to be 
understood ? Jesus was like " a man gone a journey to return 
at a set time," because his coming was then future, and to be at 
a set time. The apostle said, '* Judge nothing before the time, 
until the Lord come," because his coming was then future, 
though near at hand. Your proof text in Matt. 25 : 46 is not 
connected with the resurrection of the dead. Nothing is said of 
the resurrection, either in the 24th or 25th chapters of Mat- 
thew ; nor is any division of the human family subsequent to 
the resurrection to immortality, taught anywhere in the Bible. 

You say, *< the fact that the everlasting punishment was pre^ 
pared for the devil and his angels, proves it to refer to a foture 
state." You add, as if conscious of your shameless begging of 
the question, " If the orthodox notion of devils be correct." 
Here, your argument rests on an *^ if*^ and you knew that you 
had stated this argument before in No. 8, and that I had met 
you on this point in letter 6,'--denied that *< the orthodox mh 
tion of devils is correct," and stated my position on this subject. 
Why then do you assume what you know I deny, and reason 
from assumed, unproved and unprovable premises 7 

You may proceed on with the discussion of our present ques- 
tion as you propose, if you choose, and I will copy your letters 
and reply. I do not however, think it best to occupy six let* 
ters in discussing the existence of devils, so far as that subject 
is connected with our question. You must confine yourself to 
the existence of the devil {ho diahclos) mentioned in Matt. 25. 
41. For many reasons, I shall have no discussion with you on 
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ike dieTnomaci of the New Testament ; as that is a distinot sub* 
jeot, from, the Devil or Satan, and is not at all connected with 
the question of endless misery. 

Ton say, 

'* I [you] am satisfied, for if my efforts hare done no other 
good, they have exploded your theory with which you commenc- 
ed making the judgment take place at the destruction of Jeru- 
salem." 

I reply, your " efforts '' have not and never can explode the 
fitct, that a very great and terrible judgment or retribution, did 
come upon the Jews at the destruction of Jerusalem. Your 
•< efforts " have not exploded the &ct, that this judgment hap- 
pened near the coTnmencement of Ohrist's reign, or the set- 
ting up of his kingdom in the earth ; and that this is the sub- 
ject of discourse in the 24th and 25th chapters of Matthew. 
Your << efforts '* have not proved, and do not seem very likely to 
prove, diat the judgment mentioned in Matt. xxv. belongs to the 
end of Chrisfs reign. 

Neither myself, nor any other Universalist, ever pretended 
that Ohrist's judging ihe world, or his day of judgment glosbd 
with Jerusalem's destruction. We say that judging and reign* 
ing are synonymous,-— that Christ commenced his universal 
reign, or judgment, at his '' coming in his kingdom," during the 
generation in which he lived — that the destruction of the Jews 
took place about this time, and that it was a retribution to them 
for their sins, — that they, as a people, were judicially excluded 
from the blessings of the gospel and sentenced to a '< long-endur- 
ing punishment " — ^that as a people, they remain in that exdu* 
sion ftt)m the gospel, in the said punishment even until now, and 
will so remain until the " fullness of the Gentiles be come in," 
—•then " the deliverer shall come out of Zion and turn away 
ungodliness from Jacob and so aU Israel shall be saved." See 
Bom. xi. I believe Cbnst's i&iy of judging or reigning over 
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Me world in righteousness, commenced about the the time of 
^Jerusalem's overthrow, and his *< day of judgment" or his reign^ 
will continue, until he gives up the kingdom to the Father. The 
deetruction of the Jews and their exclusion from the gospel — 
was the first retributive administration of importance, under 
Christ's reign, of which we have any account. This took plaoe 
in the beginning of his reign— not at the end of it — 'and is the 
subject of discourse in Matt, chapters 24, 25. 

I wish our readers to remember that you have in this contro- 
versy, taken the absurd position, that " God could rtot have pr«- 
vented the existence of those who will be endlessly miserable, 
without preventing the existence of the happy." Thus, you 
suppose, God was absolutely compelled to create those whose ex- 
istence, he knew, would prove an endless curse to them, or else 
forego the creation of those who will be happy. Thus, you 
limit the Almighty, and suppose him necessitated to create mil- 
lions, unwillingly in itself considered. You make him depend- 
ant on man's will, and an object of pity, because he coidd not 
do as he desired ! I ask you, was God good to the known sub- 
jects of endless misery, in creating them ? i. e. good to them ? 
not to the saved ? We read, that God's " tender mercies are 
over aU his works." Are " his tender mercies " over an " end- 
less hell " of unmitigated, ceaseless torture, from which no 
good to the sufferers can ever accrue ? 



Note. — By referring to page 63, it will be seen that Mr. Lee proposed to 
oontinae the discussion beyond the number of letters first agreed upon. We 
aooeded to his proposal ; but, for some reason, he discontinued his letters aA 
No. 11, and to the present time, has not informed us why he did so. E. B. 

Erratum. — The name of Mr. Lee*s paper was ** The Sword of Truth,'^-— 
not ** Sword of the Spirit,** as stated in the Preface. 
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